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ABSTRACT
Tell Me a Story: Exploring the Use of Narratives to Reduce Backlash to
Organizational Diversity Initiatives
by
Desmond W. Leung
Advisor: Harold Goldstein
Diversity initiatives represent key priorities for many organizations, but research and recent
high-profile examples suggest that diversity initiatives can generate significant backlash,
particularly among organizational members. The primary aim of this study is to investigate how
narrative forms of diversity initiative messaging may attenuate backlash among organizational
members compared to more traditional expository forms of diversity initiative messaging.
Drawing on research related to narrative communication, persuasion, and diversity, I proposed a
first-stage dual moderated mediation model where psychological reactance and perceptions of
realistic threat mediate the negative effect of narrative (vs. expository) diversity messaging on
backlash. Additionally, I examined whether an individual difference variable (i.e., social
dominance orientation [SDO]) and a messaging characteristic (i.e., presence vs. absence of an
explicit conclusion) moderate the proposed mediated effects. Undergraduate participants (N =
249) were exposed to messaging in either a narrative or expository format about a university
student diversity initiative before completing experimental tasks assessing the extent to which
they engage in behaviors demonstrating support or opposition to the position advocated in the
diversity messaging. Results revealed no statistically significant moderated mediation, but there
was mixed evidence suggesting that narrative (vs. expository) diversity messaging somewhat
reduced psychological reactance, and that both psychological reactance and perceived realistic
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threat predicted increased backlash. Additionally, SDO was generally related to increased
psychological reactance, perceived realistic threat, and backlash. Findings of this study may
inform best practices for generating greater buy-in for organizational diversity initiatives, a
capability that will likely become increasingly important for organizations.
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Tell Me a Story: Exploring the Use of Narratives to
Reduce Backlash to Organizational Diversity Initiatives
Diversity initiatives, or formal organizational efforts designed to promote diversity and
inclusion, represent key strategic priorities for many organizations. However, these efforts are
often met with backlash. For example, in response to Google’s gender diversity programs, a
company engineer infamously published a highly critical memo that sparked significant
controversy both within and outside the organization (Damore, 2017). Similarly, in response to
Microsoft’s pro-diversity hiring initiatives, numerous employees on internal company messaging
boards accused Microsoft of engaging in reverse discrimination against White men (Gershgorn,
2019). More recently, a new proposal by the National Football League to reward its teams with
improved draft positioning for hiring head coaches and general managers of color was met with
considerable uproar (Belson, 2020). In addition to these real-world examples, a number of
empirical studies have shown that employees may react negatively to diversity initiatives (Leslie,
2019).
Backlash in response to diversity initiatives among organizational members is a serious
issue confronting organizations as it represents a major barrier to the success of these initiatives,
particularly since individuals who generally hold the most negative attitudes also tend to be
members of social groups overrepresented within influential organizational positions (Brannon et
al., 2018; Plaut et al., 2011). In this paper, consistent with extant diversity research (e.g., Kidder
et al., 2004), I conceptualize “backlash” as actions taken on the part of organizational members
to defy a given diversity initiative. Without widespread employee buy-in, organizational change
interventions are unlikely to be successful (Armenakis et al., 2007). Moreover, employee
resistance to diversity initiatives is associated with numerous consequences for not only
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individual members such as increased burnout and reduced self-esteem, but also for the
organization as a whole including financial and productivity costs (Thomas & Plaut, 2008).
Although researchers in fields such as health communication (e.g., Reynolds-Tylus,
2019) and consumer behavior (e.g., Zemack-Rugar et al., 2017) have extensively explored
messaging strategies that can effectively influence message recipients’ attitudes and behaviors,
this has not been the case for researchers in the diversity management domain. This represents a
missed opportunity, especially given that the United States is currently experiencing perhaps its
greatest period of civil unrest in decades amid protests over racial injustice and many
organizations, ranging from major corporations to educational institutions, are coming under
significant public scrutiny for their diversity practices (Ezarik, 2021; Ho, 2020; Toh, 2020). The
ability to craft diversity messages that are persuasive, influential, and capable of fostering prodiversity attitudes and behaviors will likely become an increasingly critical necessity for
organizations in the foreseeable future. Therefore, the overarching aim of the present study is to
explore effective methods for organizations to communicate about diversity initiatives while
minimizing employee backlash to these initiatives.
Overview of Theoretical Model
In this section, I provide a brief overview of relevant literature and propose a theoretical
model. I will first review evidence illustrating the harmful consequences of organizational
members’ resistance to diversity initiatives. Next, I explore underlying psychological processes
that may explain why organizational diversity initiatives can backfire and result in unintended
negative consequences. Drawing on psychological reactance theory (Brehm, 1966), I illustrate
how diversity initiatives may be perceived by organizational members as intruding on their
freedoms. In addition, I draw on realistic threat research (e.g., Stephan & Stephan, 2000) to
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argue that workplace diversity initiatives may be perceived by organizational members as
tangible threats to their own opportunities and resources. In turn, I suggest both psychological
reactance and perceptions of realistic threat in response to an organizational diversity initiative
may prompt backlash from organizational members.
Importantly, I propose that the manner in which organizations communicate to their
members about diversity initiatives may influence the amount of resistance aroused among their
members (in the form of psychological reactance and perceived realistic threat). In this paper, I
focus on the differential effects between expository and narrative forms of communication.
Whereas expository messages generally contain information presented in a relatively logical and
straightforward manner, narrative messages consist of representations of experiences using storylike prose with rich details about characters. Given emerging research in a broad range of areas
suggesting that exposure to messages in narrative format results in more persuasive outcomes
compared to messages in expository format (e.g., Wojcieszak & Kim, 2016; Zhang et al., 2019),
I propose that utilizing narrative messages when communicating about organizational diversity
initiatives may play a causal role in attenuating employee resistance to these initiatives.
Drawing primarily on research from the narrative communication, persuasion, and
diversity domains, I hypothesize a first-stage dual moderated parallel mediation model (see
Figure 1 below) that attempts to show how organizational diversity messaging shapes backlash
among organizational members. This model consists of variables representing both the
characteristics of the messaging itself as well as characteristics of the individual receiving the
message (i.e., message receiver). The model examines relationships between message
characteristics (narrative vs. expository structure and presence vs. absence of an explicit
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conclusion) and traits (social dominance orientation; SDO), psychological states (psychological
reactance and perceived realistic threat), and reactions of the message receiver (backlash).
I propose that exposure to organizational diversity messages presented in narrative format
compared to expository format reduces backlash among organizational members. This effect is
expected to be mediated by reductions in two psychological state variables within the message
receiver, namely, psychological reactance and perceptions of realistic threat. More specifically,
narrative (vs. expository) diversity messaging is expected to negatively predict both
psychological reactance and perceived realistic threat, which both in turn are expected to
positively predict backlash. Consistent with past research (Hall et al., 2017), the present study
characterizes psychological reactance in response to a message as three elements: perceived
freedom threat, negative affect, and counterarguing elicited by the message.

Figure 1. Hypothesized model presented in-text for ease of reference. Dotted lines indicate
moderation effects. Hypotheses involving indirect effects are not shown in figure (H5, H9, H11).
I also hypothesize that SDO, an individual trait variable, positively predicts backlash, and
that this effect is also mediated by the state variables in the model (i.e., psychological reactance
4
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and perceived realistic threat). Furthermore, I propose that the effects of narrative (vs.
expository) diversity messaging on psychological reactance and perceived realistic threat are
expected to be conditional on several factors, including SDO and a messaging characteristic (the
presence vs. absence of an explicit conclusion in the message). Given the propensity for
individuals who have higher levels of SDO to generally oppose policies that support social
equality (Pratto et al., 1994), I propose a two-way interaction such that the beneficial effects of
narrative (vs. expository) messaging in reducing psychological reactance and perceived realistic
threat will be particularly apparent for individuals higher in SDO compared to individuals lower
in SDO. Moreover, I integrate competing perspectives on the effects that explicit conclusions in
messages have on persuasive outcomes to propose a three-way interaction such that the
aforementioned two-way interactions on psychological reactance and perceived realistic threat
vary depending on whether an explicit conclusion is present or absent in the diversity message.
More specifically, I propose the presence of an explicit conclusion weakens the attenuating effect
of narrative (vs. expository) diversity messaging on backlash for individuals higher in SDO, but
strengthens this attenuating effect for individuals lower in SDO.
To test this hypothesized model, I conducted an experiment that involves presenting
diversity messaging describing a diversity initiative in either narrative or expository format to
undergraduate participants and providing participants an opportunity to engage in actions that
either demonstrate support or opposition to the position advocated in the diversity messaging. To
enhance experimental realism, the experimental materials and tasks were tailored to a university
context and the study was presented to participants under the guise of a student opinion survey.
The diversity initiative was described as being made up of policies aimed at increasing the
representation of an underrepresented racial minority group at a university including targeted
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financial aid scholarships, access to career development resources, and race-conscious student
admissions. Furthermore, to assess the extent to which narrative (vs. expository) diversity
messaging influences backlash, participants completed tasks such as evaluating faculty job
candidates and research project proposals designed to be ecologically valid and subtly capture
participants’ level of support for the diversity message espoused in the university’s diversity
initiative messaging presented.
This study may extend theory on unintended negative consequences of diversity
initiatives (Leslie, 2019), elucidate psychological mechanisms that drive backlash among
organizational members, and highlight potential benefits of drawing on communication and
related research to generate insights for organizational science. Additionally, this study may
inform best practices regarding organizational messaging strategies, particularly for persuading
employees who may be relatively resistant to diversity efforts.
Literature Review
Consequences of Employee Resistance to Organizational Diversity Initiatives
Diversity research suggests that the attitudinal and behavioral manifestations of diversity
backlash in organizations can be quite costly to the organization. Backlash to diversity efforts
can manifest in both overt (e.g., verbal and physical harassment, bullying) and subtle (e.g.,
avoidance, flouting organizational policies, remaining silent in the face of inequities) fashions
(Davidson & Proudford, 2008; Hill, 2009; Thomas & Plaut, 2008). Payouts to claimants of Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) discrimination lawsuits alone costed private
sector organizations and governmental agencies over $500 million in 2018 (U.S. EEOC, 2019).
Furthermore, research suggests that subtle forms of discrimination may have equally, if not
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more, damaging effects than overt discrimination on employee health (e.g., stress, substance use)
and performance (e.g., career success, turnover) outcomes (Jones et al., 2016).
Additionally, Leslie (2019) reviewed numerous studies indicating that organizational
diversity initiatives can have a range of unintended consequences, including eliciting negative
attitudes and negative evaluations of the targets of diversity initiatives (e.g., employees of
minority groups). For instance, in an experiment by Heilman and Welle (2006), undergraduate
participants evaluated employees in a workgroup who were described as selected for reasons
related to either diversity or merit. Participants rated women and minority employees in the
group as less competent when informed that members of the workgroup were chosen for
diversity rather than for merit. Similarly, a body of research has shown that affirmative action
plans can lead to the stigmatization of targeted individuals and contribute to negative perceptions
of their competence levels (e.g., Leslie et al., 2014).
Moreover, various studies have demonstrated that mere exposure to organizational
diversity initiatives can backfire by increasing negative attitudes toward the diversity policy itself
and the organization, particularly among non-target employees (e.g., Kidder et al., 2004). Many
of these studies focused on the reactions of organizational members of high-status demographic
groups. Across a series of three experiments, Dover et al. (2016) found that White participants
reported greater concerns about unfair treatment after being exposed to a company’s recruitment
materials that explicitly mentioned the importance of diversity compared to company materials
that did not mention diversity. Similarly, James et al. (2001) presented White prospective job
applicants with a recruitment letter from a fictional company and found that participants reported
lower attraction to the company when the recruitment letter mentioned an affirmative action
policy targeted toward African Americans compared to when the policy was not mentioned.
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Studies utilizing field data have revealed a similar pattern of findings. In a survey of
White employees at a communications company, James et al. (2001) found that belief in the idea
that the company’s affirmative action policies benefited Black employees predicted reduced
satisfaction with promotion opportunities. Similarly, another study revealed that White
employees at a large health care organization were less likely to endorse workplace diversity
practices and feel included in their organization’s definition of diversity compared to their
coworkers of color (Plaut et al., 2011).
Diversity Messaging and the States of Psychological Reactance and Realistic Threat
In practice, numerous organizations rely on statistics and logical arguments to convey the
need for and benefits of workforce diversity initiatives. For example, in a letter announcing a
new policy of only taking companies public with at least one “diverse” board member, Goldman
Sachs CEO David Solomon emphasized the policy’s economic benefits: “This decision is rooted
first and foremost in our conviction that companies with diverse leadership perform better.
Consider this: since 2016, US companies that have gone public with at least one female board
director outperformed companies that do not” (Solomon, 2020, para. 3). On Google’s company
diversity webpage, a wealth of statistics provide support for the company’s targeted diversity
recruiting practices such as, “Women make up just 18% of computer science degrees, down from
37% thirty years ago” (Google, n.d., Talent Engagement section). In addition, Plaut et al. (2011)
noted that organizations have become increasingly forceful in their messaging about diversity
practices, as illustrated by the following quotation from John Bryan, a former CEO of Sara Lee
Corporation: “Diversity is a strategic business imperative. A policy of inclusion is essential
[emphasis added]” (p. 338).
Diversity Messaging and the State of Psychological Reactance
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However, prior research suggests that these aforementioned messaging strategies may
play a role in inducing employee resistance. One manner in which employee resistance to
diversity messages may manifest is through the state of psychological reactance. According to
psychological reactance theory, overtly-framed persuasive messages can lead to perceptions that
one’s freedoms are being restricted and elicit motivation to challenge the position advocated in
the message. Psychological reactance theory consists of two fundamental assumptions, namely
that 1) people value their freedom to engage in a wide range of behaviors,1 and 2) if their
freedom to engage in a given behavior is restricted or threatened, they will be motivated to
restore that freedom (Brehm, 1966). This motivational state that pushes one to restore a
threatened freedom is referred to as “psychological reactance.” Psychological reactance can lead
to attitudinal consequences, such as increasing one’s attraction for a threatened choice, or
behavioral consequences, such as directly trying to exercise a threatened freedom. Persuasive
messages that feature controlling or forceful language have been shown to be particularly likely
to trigger psychological reactance. Certain expressions such as “you must” and “you have to” are
often perceived as freedom-threatening and thus elicit psychological reactance (Rains, 2013). In
contrast, persuasive messages that employ choice-enhancing language (e.g., “you are free to
choose”) and qualifier terms (e.g., “perhaps,” “possibly”) tend to reduce psychological reactance
(Reynolds-Tylus, 2019).
The degree of psychological reactance aroused is directly proportional to the importance
and number of threatened freedoms, as perceived by an individual. Moreover, psychological
reactance can also be aroused from freedoms that are threatened by implication. For example, if
a student is told to put a sandwich away for a single class period, the student may experience

1

Similarly, self-determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000) posits that human beings have a fundamental need for a
sense of autonomy in their thoughts and actions.
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psychological reactance in response to the implied threat that they will not be free to consume
any type of food in class for the remainder of the semester. To illustrate psychological reactance,
Brehm and Brehm (1981) detailed an example scenario in which an individual evaluates a
number of different cars to purchase, one of which is a Honda. A perceived threat or loss to
freedom may occur if the individual subsequently learns that Honda cars are currently subject to
import quotas that make them harder to obtain. According to psychological reactance theory, the
individual may perceive the Honda car to be more attractive and exhibit added motivation to
purchase it (e.g., by visiting more car dealerships) than they otherwise would have had they not
learned about the import quotas in an attempt to restore their threatened freedom with regards to
the car purchasing decision.
In another illustrative example, an experiment by Wicklund et al. (1970) involved
participants evaluating various pairs of sunglasses in the presence of an experimenter posing as a
sales representative who either did or did not exert strong pressure on participants to purchase a
specific pair of sunglasses. Participants who were pressured into purchasing a specific pair of
sunglasses rated that pair of sunglasses less favorably than their counterparts who were not
subject to this pressure. According to psychological reactance theory, the relatively negative
evaluations of the sunglasses stemmed from participants’ motivation to retain their freedom to
make their own purchasing choice in the face of the salesperson’s freedom-threatening
persuasion attempts. Thus, a key implication of psychological reactance theory is that individuals
will sometimes be motivated to resist social influence attempts and other efforts perceived as
intending to restrict their behaviors.
A number of researchers have specifically examined backlash to diversity efforts through
the lens of psychological reactance theory. Sims (2008) argued that all diversity change efforts
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within organizations are essentially persuasion campaigns, and thus the potential for these efforts
to induce psychological reactance among employees is an important consideration. Additionally,
diversity messages often include calls to action that may be perceived as advocating for attitudes
and behaviors that go against the status quo (e.g., promoting gender and ethnic minority
representation) and thus might be considered to infringe on the freedoms of organizational
members, particularly those who see nothing wrong with existing inequalities between groups in
the organization. In an experiment conducted by Vrugt (1992), a sample of 187 male professors
evaluated a hiring policy of preferential treatment for female applicants for academic positions.
Results suggested that exposure to the policy evoked psychological reactance among
participants, especially when it contained relatively forceful language.
The consensus among reactance researchers is that psychological reactance consists of a
combination of negative affect and cognition in response to a specific stimulus (Dillard & Shen,
2005; Rains, 2013). Accordingly, Hall et al. (2017) characterized psychological reactance in
response to a persuasive message as three elements: perceived threat to freedom, negative affect
toward the message, and counterarguments against the message. Many instances of employee
resistance to organizational diversity initiatives feature at least one of these three aspects of
psychological reactance. For example, Brannon et al. (2018) described how resistance to
organizational diversity initiatives frequently stem from perceptions that these efforts restrict
individuals’ autonomy. Opponents of diversity programs on college campuses often paint these
programs as infringing on freedom of speech, arguing that they pose as “progressive measures to
ensure inclusion” but actually “exclude new and competing ideas, and are antithetical to free
academia” (Maloney, 2016, para. 9).
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Furthermore, in addition to being perceived as freedom-restricting, workplace diversity
initiatives also often evoke feelings of anger (De Meuse & Hostager, 2001) and counterarguing,
which refers to “the generation of thoughts that dispute or are inconsistent with the persuasive
argument” (Slater & Rouner, 2002, p. 180). For example, consider the circumstances
surrounding the Google anti-diversity memo written by a former company employee (Damore,
2017). In the memo, the former employee cited biological differences between men and women
to argue against the rationale underlying Google’s efforts to improve gender representation, and
the incident sparked anger among both critics and supporters of the company’s diversity efforts
(Baron, 2020).
Diversity Messaging and the State of Realistic Threat
In addition to eliciting psychological reactance, organizational diversity initiatives might
also lead to a state of perceived threat among employees. In general, diversity efforts tend to be
viewed as a zero-sum game by high-status group members (Brannon et al., 2018; Norton &
Sommers, 2011). In other words, improvements for marginalized groups may be viewed as
evidence for discrimination against non-marginalized groups. Similarly, organizational diversity
initiatives might be viewed as threatening to the extent that they are perceived as giving
preferential treatment to small groups of organizational members at the expense of other
members. According to integrated threat theory (Stephan & Stephan, 2000), which builds on
realistic conflict theory (Jackson, 1993; Sherif et al., 1961), perceived competition for access to
resources can lead to feelings of threat to one’s self or to one’s group. Subsequently, this
perceived threat, referred to as “realistic threat,” contributes to negative attitudes and behaviors
toward the source or sources of the perceived threat.
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Indeed, past studies have shown that organizational members may perceive diversity
initiatives as threatening to their own welfare. Dover et al. (2016) asked participants to role-play
as job seekers and evaluate company recruiting materials that were manipulated to either include
or not include a pro-diversity statement. Results indicated that White participants (but not nonWhite participants) self-reported greater concerns about unfair treatment when the materials
included a pro-diversity statement compared to when the materials excluded this statement. In a
follow-up study, Dover et al. (2016) recruited White male participants to partake in a hiring
simulation. Participants who were exposed to a recruitment video that included a pro-diversity
message exhibited a higher level of threat as measured by cardiovascular indices compared to
participants who were exposed to a recruitment video that did not contain a pro-diversity
message. In a similar experiment by Cundiff et al. (2018), undergraduate participants read a
company recruitment brochure that framed its diversity initiatives as either intended for women
employees or all employees. Interestingly, results indicated that both male and female
participants reported more concerns about negative treatment and bias when the diversity
initiative was described as targeted only for women employees compared to when it was
described as targeting all employees. As such, Cundiff et al. (2018) argued that backlash may
occur regardless of an observer’s membership in a particular marginalized group.
Taken together, these observations suggest that resistance to workplace diversity
initiatives among organizational members often manifests in the form of psychological reactance
as well as perceived realistic threat to one’s own or group’s status. Importantly, prior research
has treated psychological reactance and perceived realistic threat as distinct constructs (Berndsen
et al., 2018).
Messaging Strategies: Narrative vs. Expository
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Scholars have suggested modifying the framing of diversity initiatives to mitigate
resulting employee resistance. For example, some recommend explicitly conveying a broad
definition of diversity that encompasses all types of differences or highlighting the so-called
“business case” for workforce diversity (e.g., Dover et al., 2020; Holladay et al., 2003).
However, there are notable limitations to these strategies. Viewing diversity through its broad
definition can lead to the neglect of inequities affecting historically disadvantaged groups (e.g.,
marginalized racial groups). Moreover, trumpeting the business case for diversity may jeopardize
diversity efforts when profits are not realized, especially since extant empirical evidence
suggests that the relationship between workforce diversity and organizational performance is
weak (Eagly, 2016).
The specific aim of this project is to examine the potential for using narratives to
attenuate resistance in response to organizational diversity initiatives. A narrative message is
defined as “a structured, coherent retelling of an experience or fictional account of an
experience” (Schank & Berman, 2002, p. 288). Narratives are often contrasted with expository
messages, which convey factual information in a relatively logical and straightforward manner.
Prior studies have generally operationalized expository messages in the form of descriptive or
statistical information, whereas narrative messages are often operationalized as first-person or
third-person testimonials and anecdotes (Wojcieszak & Kim, 2016). Unlike expository messages,
narrative messages include story-like prose that typically weaves rich details about characters
and their goals, emotions, and relationships into a cohesive structure that facilitates implicit
communication of morals or themes (Reiser et al., 1985). Additionally, whereas expository
information tends to activate top-down, deductive processing, narrative information tends to
activate bottom-up, inductive processing (Dahlstrom & Ho, 2012; Virtue et al., 2006). The
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implications for distinct modes of cognitive processing underlying comprehension of expository
and narrative information in influencing arousal of psychological reactance and realistic threat
perceptions are discussed later.
On the whole, the persuasion research literature has provided mixed evidence as to
whether narrative or expository messages are generally more effective in influencing the
attitudes and behaviors of message receivers. One meta-analysis of 15 studies found a small
effect indicating that expository messages were more persuasive than narrative messages,
perhaps because the former are perceived as relatively more objective and verifiable (Allen &
Preiss, 1997). However, as pointed out by Wojcieszak and Kim (2016), a number of more recent
studies have found the opposite effect, such that narrative messages were more persuasive than
expository messages (e.g., de Wit et al., 2008; Feeley et al., 2006). A recent meta-analysis of 74
experimental and quasi-experimental studies found that exposure to narrative messages
influenced the beliefs, attitudes, intentions, and behaviors of message recipients such that they
shifted to be more in line with viewpoints conveyed in the narrative messages, with average
effect sizes ranging from r = .17 – .23 depending on the outcome (Braddock & Dillard, 2016).
One advantage that narrative messages hold over expository messages is that the former tend to
be easier to remember since they tend to make use of vivid imagery and contain information
about events and characters that are linked with one another (Bilandzic & Busselle, 2013). Vivid
images have the potential to evoke lifelike, emotional, and therefore impactful experiences
among audience members. The potential to evoke strong emotional reactions is important as
scholars have argued that deep and sustainable organizational change is unlikely to occur solely
through logical argumentation devoid of any emotional influence (Davidson & Proudford, 2008).
Notably, the importance of emotional influence in driving organizational change has long been
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recognized by leadership scholars in particular. For example, House (1977) described
charismatic leaders as individuals who influence large masses of followers primarily through the
articulation of an emotionally evocative vision of the future.
To reconcile competing findings between the persuasive effects of expository versus
narrative messages, Wojcieszak and Kim (2016) argued that it may be important to consider the
nature of the topic addressed in a message. They suggested that narrative messages may be more
persuasive than expository messages when addressing controversial topics where some audience
members likely hold views that diverge from the position advocated in the message. Indeed,
numerous studies suggest that the use of narratives is a particularly useful messaging strategy
when the audience holds attitudes that are in conflict with the message (Christy, 2018; Dal Cin et
al., 2004). For example, Slater and Rouner (1996) presented undergraduates with an
argumentative message containing evidence in the form of either statistics or narratives.
Participants who held pre-existing beliefs that opposed the message rated messages with
narrative evidence to be more persuasive and believable than messages with statistical evidence.
Similarly, Wojcieszak and Kim (2016) measured participants’ views on a controversial topic
involving stigmatized groups in the United States (either undocumented immigrants or same-sex
couples). Next, the researchers presented each participant with a message containing narrative
evidence or statistical evidence that argued for a position counter to the participant’s pre-existing
view. Results indicated that messages containing narrative evidence led to greater message
acceptance compared to messages containing statistical evidence.
Use of Narratives for Organizational Diversity Messaging
In the present paper, I propose that the use of narratives may be an especially useful tactic
for messaging related to organizational diversity campaigns. Although the prevalence of the
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practice of using narratives for organizational diversity messaging among real-world
organizations has not been documented in prior research, at least a handful of prominent
organizations engage in this practice in some form. For example, HP’s company diversity
webpage features individual photos of various employees along with their first name, job title,
location, and a brief quote about their beliefs about diversity at the company (HP, n.d.).
Similarly, Volvo’s company website includes first-person written testimonials from employees
to ostensibly support the organization’s gender diversity initiatives, such as a story from an
employee recounting how she attained success at Volvo despite being discouraged from applying
for a science program by her high school guidance counselor (Volvo Group, n.d.).
The use of narrative messaging has largely been understudied in the diversity
management domain, but has been extensively explored in other fields such as health
communication (e.g., Gardner & Leshner, 2016), marketing (e.g., Phillips & McQuarrie, 2010),
politics (Kubin et al., 2021), and entertainment-education (e.g., Moyer-Gusé & Nabi, 2010). In
addition, narrative messaging has started to receive attention in the industrial-organizational
psychology literature. For instance, Zhang et al. (2019) presented participants with a message
about the advantages of structured job interviews over unstructured job interviews either in the
form of a story or in the form of evidence-based advice. Although both messages generally
covered the same topic and were roughly equal in length, participants in the story condition
reported more favorable attitudes toward structured interviews compared to those in the
evidence-based advice condition. Interestingly, the strategic use of stories for persuasive
purposes is also salient in popular culture, particularly within political speeches. For instance,
State of the Union addresses given by U.S. presidents often feature an abundance of short stories
aimed at promoting the current administration’s agenda (Dolgoy et al., 2019).
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As noted earlier, the goal of organizational diversity efforts often ultimately involves
persuading organizational members to embrace, or at least abide, pro-diversity policies, attitudes,
and behaviors. Given that workplace diversity issues are often polarizing (Business in the
Community, 2019), organizational diversity initiatives are likely to be met with mixed reactions
by employees. Communicating about organizational diversity initiatives in the form of narratives
may represent a relatively straightforward approach for circumventing issues associated with
employee resistance such as psychological reactance and perceived realistic threat. Indeed,
discrimination researchers have conducted a number of studies examining the efficacy of
narrative messaging in changing attitudes and behaviors related to diversity. These studies
suggest that exposure to stories can promote more positive attitudes toward stigmatized groups
(e.g., people who are transgender, gay, Muslim, and/or women) relative to exposure to
expository messages (Johnson et al., 2014; Kalla & Broockman, 2020; Mazzocco et al., 2010;
Moyer-Gusé et al., 2019; Pietri et al., 2017). Overall, the use of narrative messaging appears to
be a promising strategy for overcoming employee resistance when it comes to communicating
about organizational diversity initiatives.
In the following section, I examine how a message in narrative format can attenuate state
psychological reactance arousal more so than a similar message in expository format.
Subsequently, I explore the potential for narrative messages to reduce realistic threat perceptions
in comparison to analogous expository messages.
Reducing Psychological Reactance Arousal through Narrative Messaging
Various theoretical models support the notion that persuasive messages in narrative
format elicit less psychological reactance compared to those in expository format. The
entertainment overcoming resistance model proposed by Moyer-Gusé (2008) highlights several
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features of narratives that help attenuate psychological reactance. First, narrative messages often
rely on characters to convey underlying themes. Moyer-Gusé (2008) argued that characters in a
narrative may be perceived as relatively less authoritative and controlling, particularly if
audience members feel a sense of connection and identification with the characters.
Consequently, receiving a persuasive message from a character embedded in a narrative may be
less likely to arouse psychological reactance compared to receiving the same message in an
expository format. Indeed, prior research has shown that the beliefs of and experiences
encountered by the characters in narratives can have a heightened impact on audience members
(Green & Brock, 2000).
Additionally, the entertainment overcoming resistance model points out that unlike
persuasive expository messages, narrative messages often do not explicitly present advocated
positions2 (Moyer-Gusé, 2008). Hence, viewers are less likely to view narrative messages as
attempts at persuasion compared to expository messages. In other words, narratives can serve as
an “under the radar” method of persuasion (Dal Cin et al., 2004, p. 179). As a result, persuasive
messages presented in a narrative format tend to elicit less threat to one’s freedom and negative
affective reactions compared to those presented in an expository format. This is important
because individuals are inclined to be highly resistant to explicit challenges to strongly-held
attitudes (Zuwerink & Devine, 1996). In a test of the entertainment overcoming resistance
model, Moyer-Gusé and Nabi (2010) presented undergraduates with either a narrative or nonnarrative video about the consequences of unplanned teenage pregnancy. Participants in the
narrative condition perceived less persuasive intent compared to participants in the non-narrative

An exception to this trend may be observed in classic narratives such as Aesop’s Fables, which often present an
explicit moral at the end of the narrative.
2
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condition. In turn, perceived persuasive intent positively predicted psychological reactance
(which the researchers operationalized as perceived threat to freedom).
Moreover, narrative messages have been theorized to suppress counterarguing largely
because of the distinct cognitive processes that underlie comprehension of narrative information.
When processing rhetorical arguments, people tend to scrutinize its factual basis (Green et al.,
2006). In contrast, when processing narratives, the primary cognitive activity revolves around
constructing mental models to represent elements of the story (Zwaan et al., 1995). This
facilitates “a state of intense cognitive and emotional focus on the story,” (Bilandzic & Busselle,
2013, p. 208) often referred to as transportation, absorption, or engagement. During this state,
viewers lose track of their immediate environment and instead become highly cognitively and
emotionally engrossed with events occurring in the story (Moyer-Gusé, 2008). According to
transportation theory (Green & Brock, 2000) and the extended elaboration likelihood model
(Slater & Rouner, 2002), when people are in a state of transportation, their ability and motivation
to engage in counterarguing are greatly reduced. Thus, compared to people viewing an
expository message, individuals viewing a narrative message are less likely to engage in critical
judgment and more likely to accept events and characters described in the message without
scrutinizing their truth status. For example, in the experimental study by Zhang et al. (2019)
described earlier, exposure to a narrative resulted in less counterarguing against the position
advocated in the narrative, and this effect was mediated by increased absorption in the narrative.
Taken together, research demonstrates that persuasive messages in narrative format elicit
less psychological reactance compared to persuasive messages in expository format. More
specifically, compared to expository messages, narrative messages tend to be perceived as less
freedom-threatening and are less likely to induce negative affect and counterarguing. Therefore, I
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propose that organizational diversity messaging will trigger less psychological reactance when
presented as a narrative message than as an expository message:
Hypothesis 1: Exposure to diversity messaging presented in narrative format results in
less (H1a) perceived freedom threat, (H1b) negative affect, and (H1c) counterarguing
compared to diversity messaging presented in expository format.
Reducing Perceptions of Realistic Threat through Narrative Messaging
Research suggests that narratives might also reduce perceptions of realistic threats
aroused from exposure to members of stigmatized groups in large part because, as alluded to
earlier, cognitive processing of narratives can facilitate transportation and identification with
characters. Identification refers to an “emotional or cognitive process whereby a viewer takes on
the role of a character in a narrative” and “temporarily becomes the character, taking on the
character’s perspective” (Moyer-Gusé, 2008, p. 410). A key component of character
identification includes empathy, or the experience of shared feelings with the character (Cohen,
2001). An experimental study by Mazzocco et al. (2010) revealed that exposure to a short story
that involved a character sharing their experiences about recently coming out as gay publicly
resulted in more favorable attitudes toward homosexuals, and this effect was mediated by
empathy. Furthermore, another experimental study found that participants who watched narrative
videos about gender bias in science reported greater gender bias literacy compared to participants
in a control condition (Pietri et al., 2017). This effect was mediated by increased transportation
and identification with characters.
A number of empirical studies indeed suggest that viewing narratives about members of
stigmatized groups can reduce feelings of threat that arise from exposure to these groups. For
example, Kalla and Broockman (2020) conducted three field experiments in which door-to-door
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canvassers conversed with voters across several locations in the United States. Voters who were
exposed to narratives about either undocumented immigrants or transgender people subsequently
reported reduced exclusionary attitudes toward these groups compared to voters who were not
exposed to these narratives. Johnson et al. (2014) randomly assigned non-Muslim participants
recruited through Amazon Mechanical Turk to read a written passage describing a counterstereotypical Muslim woman in the form of either a narrative excerpt or an expository synopsis
of the narrative excerpt. On a subsequent experimental task involving categorizing ambiguousrace Arab-White faces, participants in the narrative condition exhibited less racial bias compared
to participants in the expository synopsis condition. Similarly, Moyer-Gusé et al. (2019) found
that non-Muslim undergraduate participants who watched a narrative video illustrating a
Christian man living with a Muslim family in a predominantly Muslim community subsequently
reported less prejudice toward Muslims and greater willingness to interact with Muslims
compared to their peers in a control condition.
As discussed earlier, organizational diversity initiatives may be interpreted as providing
preferential treatment to specific groups and taking away resources and opportunities from others
in the organization. Hence, messaging about these diversity initiatives may be perceived by some
organizational members as threatening to their welfare. However, extant theory and empirical
evidence suggest that exposure to narratives related to diversity can lead to a reduction in
perceptions of realistic threat. Therefore, organizational diversity messages that utilize narrative
communication may be more effective than those that utilize expository communication in
attenuating perceptions of threat among members of the organization.
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Hypothesis 2: Exposure to diversity messaging in narrative format results in less
perceived realistic threat compared to diversity messaging presented in expository
format.
Psychological Reactance Arousal, Perceived Realistic Threat, and Backlash
In this section, I discuss the potential influence that psychological reactance and realistic
threat aroused in response to organizational pro-diversity messaging may have in producing
behaviors among organizational members that run counter to the message. These behaviors,
which I will refer to as backlash, entail supporting or engaging in actions that stand in opposition
to the pro-diversity messages conveyed in an organization’s diversity messaging. For example,
consider a technology company that disseminates organizational messaging to announce and
emphasize the importance of new recruiting initiatives aimed at increasing the number of women
engineers in the company. Backlash in response to this message would refer to any effort to
resist practices and values endorsed in the message such as recruiting and selecting more women
engineer candidates to promote gender diversity.
Psychological Reactance Arousal and Backlash
According to psychological reactance theory, reactance arousal mediates the effects of
freedom-threatening messages on attitudinal and behavioral outcomes (Brehm & Brehm, 1981).
Recall that a core tenet of psychological reactance theory is that when people feel a freedom is
threatened, they become motivated to restore that freedom (Brehm, 1966). Individuals can act
upon this motivation either directly or indirectly. Direct restorations involve directly engaging in
derogated behaviors or resisting engaging in encouraged behaviors. Restoration can also take
indirect forms, such as increasing one’s fondness for a restricted choice or decreasing one’s
liking for a promoted choice. In the persuasion literature, the consequences of these forms of
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freedom restoration have been referred to as “boomerang effects,” or instances where attempts to
sway audience member’s attitudes and behaviors in a certain direction ironically result in
outcomes that reflect the opposite of the intended effect (Byrne & Hart, 2009).
A large body of research has demonstrated that reactance arousal following exposure to a
persuasive message is associated with undesirable persuasive outcomes. For example, studies
have shown that psychological reactance elicited after exposure to expository messages intended
to promote healthy behaviors such as flossing (Dillard & Shen, 2005), limited alcohol
consumption (Dillard & Shen, 2005; Richards & Banas, 2015), healthy eating (Gardner &
Leshner, 2016), physical exercise (Gardner & Leshner, 2016), and smoking cessation (Hall et al.,
2016) produced reduced attitudes and intentions toward engaging in these behaviors. Similar
findings have been found in an assortment of domains ranging from consumer behavior
(Wendlandt & Schrader, 2007), education (Kim et al., 2017), and politics (Meirick & Nisbett,
2011), to public policy (Song et al., 2018) and environmental communication (Hasell et al.,
2020). For example, in the study by Wendlandt and Schrader (2007), researchers presented
bookstore customers with a store card for a fictitious loyalty program. Customers presented with
a loyalty store card that involved a contractual obligation to use the card on an ongoing basis
reported increased reactance to the loyalty program compared to others who were presented with
a loyalty card that did not include this obligation. In turn, reactance against the loyalty program
predicted lower willingness to participate in the program and intention to shop at the bookstore
in the future. Notably, as predicted by psychological reactance theory, many of these studies
have found evidence for psychological reactance serving as a mediating variable between
message exposure and attitudinal or behavioral outcomes (e.g., Dillard & Shen, 2005).
Additionally, the pattern of results is consistent across these studies despite varying
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operationalizations of psychological reactance including freedom threat (e.g., Meirick & Nisbett,
2011; Wendlandt & Schrader, 2007), negative affect (e.g., Gardner & Leshner, 2016),
counterarguing (e.g., Hasell et al., 2020), or some combination thereof.
Therefore, to the extent that pro-diversity organizational messages prompt psychological
reactance among organizational members, message recipients may attempt to restore their sense
of freedom by adopting attitudes and engaging in behaviors that are inconsistent with the
attitudes and behaviors encouraged by the organization’s diversity messages. For example,
psychological reactance aroused in response to organizational messages about initiatives to
increase hiring diversity might paradoxically result in less support among organizational
members for hiring minority applicants. Consequently, I propose that psychological reactance
aroused in response to messaging about organizational diversity initiatives should elicit
behaviors that are inconsistent with the message:
Hypothesis 3: Psychological reactance aroused by diversity messaging in the form of
(H3a) perceived freedom threat, (H3b) negative affect, and (H3c) counterarguing is
positively associated with backlash.
Perceived Realistic Threat and Backlash
In addition to psychological reactance, perceived realistic threat might also serve as a
parallel mediating variable between organizational diversity messaging exposure and backlash.
Integrated threat theory posits that perceptions of realistic threat represent a major cause of
prejudice. In support of this, a meta-analysis conducted by Riek et al. (2006) of 95 samples
revealed that realistic threat was positively associated (r = .42) with negative attitudes toward an
outgroup or diversity-related programs (e.g., affirmative action programs, immigration policies).
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Furthermore, integrated threat theory postulates that one potential response to perceptions
of realistic threat includes opposition to policies that promote the welfare of individuals
associated with the source of the threat (Stephan et al., 2008). Indeed, a handful of studies
suggest that realistic threat arousal in response to a given organizational diversity initiative
predicts opposition against that diversity initiative. Renfro et al. (2006) surveyed undergraduate
participants on how much realistic threat they perceived from affirmative action programs as
well as their attitudes towards these programs. Results showed that perceptions of realistic threat
aroused by affirmative action programs predicted negative attitudes toward these programs. The
researchers reasoned that participants may perceive the policy of affirmative action as a threat to
their capacity to obtain valuable resources such as jobs and promotions. Similarly, across a series
of five experiments, Plaut et al. (2011) found evidence to suggest that White individuals tend to
view multiculturalism diversity initiatives as exclusionary and tend to be less supportive of
company diversity efforts compared to minorities. These studies, along with others (Cundiff et
al., 2018; Dover et al., 2016), suggest that perceptions of realistic threat posed by a diversity
initiative predict opposition toward that initiative. Therefore, I propose that perceptions of
realistic threat will be positively associated with backlash:
Hypothesis 4: Perceptions of realistic threat aroused by diversity messaging is positively
associated with backlash.
Taken together, I propose that the effect of diversity messaging on backlash operates
through its joint effects on both psychological reactance and perceived realistic threat. Therefore,
I propose:
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Hypothesis 5: The effect of narrative (vs. expository) diversity messaging on backlash is
mediated through (H5a) perceived freedom threat, (H5b) negative affect, (H5c)
counterarguing, and (H5d) perceived realistic threat.
Exploring Differences between Mediating Mechanisms
In hypothesized models that feature parallel mediators, researchers may investigate
whether the indirect effects are statistically different from one another (Hayes, 2018a). In the
present study, one intriguing exploratory question involves the extent to which the indirect
effects of narrative (vs. expository) diversity messaging on backlash differ between the various
mediators. Whether differences exist may have important practical implications for
organizations. For example, if freedom threat represents a relatively strong mediator, then using
more choice-enhancing language (e.g., using terms such as “perhaps,” “possibly,” and “maybe”
instead of terms such as “must” and “required”) in diversity messaging may be an optimal
strategy for reducing psychological reactance (Reynolds-Tylus, 2019). If counterarguing serves
as a relatively strong mediator between diversity messaging and backlash, then ensuring that
diversity messaging with narratives feature highly engaging storylines and likeable characters
may be critical. Alternatively, if realistic threat is the primary mechanism by which diversity
messaging influences backlash, then organizations should emphasize the potential benefits of
diversity initiatives for all employees and downplay perceptions of workplace diversity as
representing a zero-sum game. Because little research has specifically compared these mediating
variables, I advance the following research question:
Research Question 1: Which of the mediating mechanisms provide the strongest
explanation for the indirect effects of narrative (vs. expository) diversity messaging on
backlash?
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Diversity Messaging, Social Dominance Orientation (SDO), and Backlash
Individual difference characteristics may influence the extent to which diversity
messaging strategies influence backlash, including one’s baseline attitude toward the content in
the diversity message. In general, research has shown that individuals with strongly-held
attitudes tend to be highly resistant to persuasive attempts (Krosnick & Petty, 1995). Resistance
to persuasive attempts, such as counterarguing, hinder attitude change (Brock, 1967).
Consequently, it might be useful to identify which individuals likely hold strong attitudes against
workplace diversity initiatives and thus are most likely to be resistant to such efforts.
Extant research suggests that individuals who are relatively high on the trait construct
known as social dominance orientation (SDO) will be more resistant to organizational diversity
initiatives compared to individuals who have lower levels of SDO. According to social
dominance theory, SDO is an individual attitudinal variable that reflects “one’s degree of
preference for inequality among social groups” (Pratto et al., 1994, p. 741). Social dominance
theory states that all societies possess group-based hierarchies where certain groups hold power
over others (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). These hierarchies are perpetuated by legitimizing myths,
or culturally shared belief systems that explain how status and power should be distributed
among groups, that are either “hierarchy-enhancing” (i.e., in favor of social inequality) or
“hierarchy-attenuating” (i.e., in favor of social equality). Social dominance theory postulates that
individuals higher in SDO support hierarchy-enhancing myths whereas individuals lower in SDO
support hierarchy-attenuating myths.
Indeed, prior studies have shown that whereas individuals higher in SDO report more
favorable attitudes toward policies such as restrictive immigration laws and reduced
unemployment benefits, individuals lower in SDO report more favorable attitudes toward
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policies such as affirmative action and low-income housing (Crosby et al., 2006; Lindsey et al.,
2019; Pratto et al., 1994). In a study by Gutiérrez and Saint Clair (2018), participants reviewed
organizational recruitment materials that included a description of an employee professional
network either targeted toward minority employees or all employees. Subsequently, participants
reported their level of perceived threat from employees belonging to the professional network
(e.g., “Employees like these make it harder for other groups to get good jobs”). Results indicated
participants’ SDO levels positively predicted greater perceived threat in the minority-targeted
employee professional network condition only, suggesting that individuals higher in SDO are
more likely to resist diversity initiatives in organizations.
On balance, extant research suggests that individuals higher in SDO will have more
negative attitudes toward diversity and thus will be more resistant to organizational diversity
initiatives compared to individuals lower in SDO. Therefore, I propose that individuals higher in
SDO will exhibit greater psychological reactance and perceived realistic threat following
exposure to diversity messaging compared to individuals lower in SDO, which in turn will
predict backlash against the messaging.
Hypothesis 6: Following exposure to diversity messaging, social dominance orientation
(SDO) is positively associated with (H6a) perceived freedom threat, (H6b) negative
affect, (H6c) counterarguing, and (H6d) perceived realistic threat.
Hypothesis 7: Social dominance orientation is positively associated with backlash
following exposure to diversity messaging, and this effect is mediated through increased
(H7a) perceived freedom threat, (H7b) negative affect, (H7c) counterarguing, and (H7d)
perceived realistic threat.
Interaction between Diversity Messaging and SDO
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In addition, I propose that the use of narratives in reducing resistance against
organizational diversity initiatives may be particularly effective for individuals who are higher in
SDO. Given their support for hierarchy-enhancing myths, individuals who possess relatively
higher levels of SDO may be especially sensitive to cues that explicitly endorse pro-diversity
efforts. As a result, exposure to organizational diversity messaging in expository form will likely
trigger psychological reactance and perceptions of realistic threat for individuals higher in SDO.
Prior research suggests that individuals who are higher in SDO tend to be highly resistant to the
effects of diversity training (Lindsey et al., 2019), perhaps because they are prone to challenging
explicit pro-diversity-related information.
However, presenting these diversity messages in narrative format instead may help
sidestep these resistance issues especially for individuals higher in SDO. As alluded to earlier,
persuasive messages in narrative format tend to be subtler in their persuasive intent and elicit less
critical scrutiny compared to persuasive messages in expository format. Consequently,
presenting organizational diversity messages in narrative format as opposed to expository format
may reduce the likelihood of triggering perceptions of threat, restricted freedom, negative affect,
and counterarguing particularly among individuals who have higher levels of SDO.
In contrast, although people who possess relatively lower levels of SDO likely generally
resist organizational diversity initiatives less compared to their peers who possess higher levels
of SDO, the effect of narrative (vs. expository) diversity messaging on psychological reactance
and perceived realistic threat may be weaker among individuals who are lower in SDO. Because
people who are lower in SDO tend to support hierarchy-attenuating myths, they will likely be
relatively amenable to pro-diversity organizational programs, regardless of how explicitly they
are communicated. In other words, the benefits of narrative (vs. expository) messaging in

30

NARRATIVES & BACKLASH TO DIVERSITY INITIATIVES
generating less psychological reactance and perceptions of realistic threat may be reduced for
individuals who are lower in SDO because they are generally more supportive of practices that
promote social equality.
Therefore, narratives may be especially effective at reducing psychological reactance and
perceptions of realistic threat for individuals higher in SDO compared to those lower in SDO.
Hence, I propose:
Hypothesis 8: There is a two-way interaction between diversity messaging and social
dominance orientation (SDO) on psychological reactance and perceived realistic threat,
such that the negative effects of narrative (vs. expository) diversity messaging on (H8a)
perceived freedom threat, (H8b) negative affect, (H8c) counterarguing, and (H8d)
perceived realistic threat are stronger for individuals higher in SDO compared to
individuals lower in SDO.
Following the same logic, I propose that the negative indirect effects of narrative (vs.
expository) on backlash through psychological reactance and perceived realistic threat are
moderated by SDO. Specifically, the strength of the indirect effects should be stronger for
individuals higher in SDO relative to individuals lower in SDO.
Hypothesis 9: The negative indirect effects of narrative (vs. expository) diversity
messaging on backlash through (H9a) perceived freedom threat, (H9b) negative affect,
(H9c) counterarguing, and (H9d) perceived realistic threat are moderated by SDO, such
that the indirect effects are stronger for individuals higher in SDO compared to
individuals lower in SDO.
Interaction between Diversity Messaging, SDO, and Presence of an Explicit Conclusion
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Organizational diversity messages often feature explicit conclusions that unequivocally
and forcefully call for the importance of supporting diversity efforts. For example, David
Skorton (2012), then president of Cornell University, concluded a statement on campus diversity
goals with the following:
Collectively, as a university community, we must value diversity and inclusion and reject
both active and passive discrimination. Progress toward achieving our goals will require
not only committed work by university leadership, but also your active participation. Our
future strength requires it. (para. 9)
The frequent use of such messaging characteristic at the conclusion of persuasive messages
raises a key question: Does the inclusion of an explicit conclusion in organizational diversity
messaging intended to influence recipients’ attitudes and behaviors bolster or diminish the
persuasive power of the message?
Research from the entertainment-education literature provides some insight into this
question. Scholars in this area have examined the effects of adding an epilogue to the conclusion
of entertainment-education narrative programs. In these programs, epilogues typically involve
one of the program’s actors delivering a monologue at the very end of the program to convey an
explicit appeal or reinforce key takeaway messages. For example, at the conclusion of a
television episode of Law & Order: Special Victims Unit that featured an investigation into two
teenage alcohol-related deaths, one of the actors in the episode speaks directly into the camera to
remind viewers about the dangers of drinking and driving (Moyer-Gusé et al., 2012). Two
competing perspectives as to whether explicit conclusions strengthen or hinder the persuasive
power of narratives are apparent in the entertainment-education research literature. In the
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subsequent paragraphs, I detail the rationale underlying each perspective and how these
seemingly disparate perspectives may fit together.
Explicit Conclusions: Bolster the Persuasiveness of Narrative Messages?
One perspective suggests that the presence of an explicit conclusion will strengthen the
persuasiveness of a narrative for several reasons. According to social learning theory, people are
more likely to retain modeled behavior when they have had frequent opportunities to encode and
cognitively rehearse the modeled behavior (Bandura, 1977). Thus, to the extent the explicit
conclusions facilitate increased encoding and rehearsal of a relevant behavior through repetition,
audience members may be able to more easily recall the behavior in the future.
Additionally, explicit conclusions may help clarify the underlying message of a narrative.
Unlike expository messages, which generally utilize straightforward language, narrative
messages sometimes contain underlying themes that are not always straightforward to discern.
For example, consider the widely acclaimed 2020 Oscars best picture winner Parasite, which
sparked varying interpretations of the film’s underlying meaning among viewers (e.g., Di
Placido, 2020) before it was clarified by the film’s director (Jung, 2020). Alternatively, audience
members might find themselves so engaged with certain elements of a narrative that they miss
out on the narrative’s broader underlying message. Also, E. Cohen et al. (2018) argued explicit
conclusions may help protect against the possibility that audience members take away
unintended conclusions from a narrative. Indeed, prior research has shown that viewers of a
narrative program may develop idiosyncratic interpretations of the program’s takeaway messages
(Cohen, 2002). Therefore, the presence of an explicit conclusion may help guard against the
possibility that viewers draw unintended conclusions from a narrative.
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Finally, Moyer-Gusé et al. (2012) argued that because narratives can foster
transportation, audience members may be in a state of heightened attention in the immediate
aftermath of viewing a narrative. Therefore, an explicit conclusion directly following a narrative
might have a particularly powerful impact on audience members. Indeed, one study found that
product advertisements presented immediately after a narrative garnered the most favorable
product attitudes among viewers who were highly transported by the narrative (Wang & Calder,
2006).
Explicit Conclusions: Diminish the Persuasiveness of Narrative Messages?
An opposing perspective suggests that the addition of explicit conclusions can actually
cause narrative messages to have less of a persuasive impact on audience members than they
otherwise would. The presence of an explicit conclusion may call attention to the persuasive
intent of the narrative message, and this discernible persuasive intent may thwart the potential
persuasive effect of the narrative message. According to the extended elaboration likelihood
model, the obtrusiveness of persuasive content in a narrative message disrupts a viewer’s
absorption in the story, which in turn hinders attitudinal and behavioral change consistent with
the persuasive message in the narrative (Slater & Rouner, 2002).
Furthermore, explicit conclusions may increase the extent to which narrative messages
are perceived as controlling and hence prompt psychological reactance. As discussed previously,
the entertainment overcoming resistance model and empirical studies indicate that perceived
persuasive intent of a narrative message contributes to a greater state of psychological reactance
among message recipients (Moyer-Gusé, 2008; Moyer-Gusé & Nabi, 2010). Certain
characteristics of persuasive messages heighten the likelihood of eliciting resistance among
message recipients, such as cues that signal a discernible underlying persuasive intent and the
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use of controlling language (Reynolds-Tylus, 2019). According to psychological reactance
theory, detection of persuasive intent and message forcefulness may activate a message
recipient’s defenses as any sort of impediment to one’s freedom, including social influence
attempts, can be perceived as a threat (Rosenberg & Siegel, 2018). Indeed, research has shown
that people who are forewarned about a message sender’s intent to persuade are less likely to be
persuaded compared to those who are not forewarned about the persuasive intent (Walster &
Festinger, 1962; Wood & Quinn, 2003). Thus, the inclusion of explicit persuasive content in
narratives may counteract the advantage that narrative messages have over expository messages
in getting “under the radar” of the audience’s defenses.
In addition, Bilandzic and Busselle (2013) contend that audience members are more
likely to engage in counterarguing when a narrative’s conclusion is explicitly expressed
compared to when a narrative’s conclusion is left to audience members to infer on their own.
Whereas generating arguments against explicitly articulated messages can transpire relatively
easily, Bilandzic and Busselle (2013) suggest that narrative messages that do not offer any
explicitly advocated positions make these messages relatively difficult for audience members to
engage in counterarguing against.
Reconciling the Competing Perspectives on Explicit Conclusions in Narrative Messages
In sum, some theoretical perspectives suggest that adding explicit conclusions to
narratives adds to their persuasive power because doing so takes advantage of heightened
audience attention as a result of narrative transportation and also helps to clarify the narrative’s
intended underlying message. In contrast, other theoretical perspectives suggest that the
inclusion of an explicit conclusion within narrative messages actually works to nullify the
advantages that narratives typically have in sidestepping issues of resistance by elevating the
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obtrusiveness of the message’s persuasive intent and inducing audience members’ psychological
reactance and perceptions of threat.
An experimental study by Moyer-Gusé et al. (2012) found that a narrative program was
more effective in persuading people to hold negative attitudes toward drinking and driving when
an epilogue at the end of the program was present compared to when it was absent. The epilogue
reminded viewers about the dangers of driving under the influence of alcohol. However, as
acknowledged by the authors, participants in the sample generally held attitudes that were largely
negative towards drinking and driving prior to exposure to the narrative. Moyer-Gusé et al.
(2012) speculated that explicit conclusions may operate differently in the context of more
controversial topics where at least some audience members hold perspectives that diverge from
the narrative’s underlying message.
Following this logic, to reconcile these two competing perspectives, I propose that
whether explicit conclusions are beneficial or detrimental for persuasion in narratives may
depend on the message recipient’s pre-existing views and attitudes. Message recipients who hold
views that are consistent with an explicit conclusion may view the conclusion favorably as it
simply fortifies their established attitudes and hence should be unlikely to perceive the message
as threatening or freedom-restricting. However, this likely differs for message recipients who
possess strongly-held views that conflict with the explicit conclusion. Ma et al. (2019) argued
that people who are exposed to a message that explicitly presents facts that are inconsistent with
their personal views will perceive that they are being compelled and manipulated into changing
their views. In support of this argument, Ma et al. (2019) found that among climate change
skeptics (but not climate change believers), exposure to an explicit fact-based message about
human-induced impact on climate change led to greater psychological reactance, which in turn
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predicted lower climate change risk perceptions and less support for climate change mitigation
policies. A similar pattern emerged for political ideology such that this effect was found for
participants who identified as Republicans, but not for those who identified as Democrats. This
study, along with other similar investigations (e.g., Meirick & Nisbett, 2011; Nisbet et al., 2015),
suggest that overtly-framed persuasive messages are likely to be perceived as threatening and
produce psychological reactance when they challenge one’s deeply held beliefs.
Based on the above observations, I propose that diversity messages that include an
explicit conclusion either amplify or dampen the persuasive effects of narratives depending on an
individual’s level of SDO. For people higher in SDO, an explicit conclusion will weaken the
negative effect of narrative messaging on psychological reactance and perceptions of realistic
threat. An explicit conclusion openly promoting diversity may disrupt the narrative’s persuasive
effects by heightening the likelihood that individuals higher in SDO perceive the message as a
realistic threat and experience psychological reactance. Conversely, for people lower in SDO, an
explicit conclusion will strengthen the negative effect of narrative messaging on psychological
reactance and perceptions of realistic threat. Because the explicit conclusion likely falls in line
with the tendencies of individuals who are lower in SDO to endorse social equality, the
conclusion may primarily serve to reinforce the persuasive effects of the narrative message for
these individuals. Therefore, I hypothesize the following first-stage three-way interaction:
Hypothesis 10: There is a three-way interaction between diversity messaging, presence of
an explicit conclusion, and social dominance orientation (SDO) on psychological
reactance and perceived realistic threat. More specifically, the presence of an explicit
conclusion strengthens the negative effects of narrative (vs. expository) diversity
messaging on (H10a) perceived freedom threat, (H10b) negative affect, (H10c)
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counterarguing, and (H10d) perceived realistic threat for individuals lower in SDO, but
weakens the effects for individuals higher in SDO.
Similarly, I propose that the indirect effects of narrative (vs. expository) diversity
messaging on backlash are moderated by both SDO and the presence of an explicit conclusion.
Specifically, I predict that the presence of an explicit conclusion strengthens the negative indirect
effects of narrative (vs. expository) messaging on backlash for individuals lower in SDO, but
weakens the effect for individuals higher in SDO.
Hypothesis 11: The indirect effects of narrative (vs. expository) diversity messaging on
backlash through (H11a) perceived freedom threat, (H11b) negative affect, (H11c)
counterarguing, and (H11d) perceived realistic threat are moderated by both SDO and the
presence of an explicit conclusion. More specifically, the presence of an explicit
conclusion strengthens the negative indirect effects of narrative (vs. expository) diversity
messaging on backlash for individuals lower in SDO, but weakens the effects for
individuals higher in SDO.
Method
In this experimental study, undergraduate participants were exposed to organizational
messaging regarding a diversity policy in either narrative or expository format. Effects of the
diversity messaging manipulation on backlash was assessed in subsequent experimental tasks.
Several steps were taken to heighten the experimental realism of this study. First, participants
were informed that the aim of the study was to explore college students’ opinions about various
university policies and issues. To enhance this cover story, the study included several questions
commonly found in student opinion university surveys (see Appendix A). Second, the
organizational diversity messaging used in the experimental materials were written to appear to
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be from a university (i.e., an organizational context that participants should be familiar with).
Participants were asked to imagine that they were a student at this fictional university when
engaging with the experimental materials. Third, the experimental tasks that participants engaged
in were designed to be high in ecological validity by involving topics that would likely be
familiar to undergraduates such as classroom teaching and research projects.
Participants
Undergraduates enrolled in the Baruch College psychology and management student
participant pool were recruited to participate in an online study in exchange for course credit. To
determine a target sample size, I conducted an a priori power analysis for testing the
hypothesized three-way interaction (Hypothesis 10) following best practice procedures outlined
by Perugini et al. (2018) using the G*Power 3.1 program (Faul et al., 2009). The power analysis
focused on this aspect of the model because interaction effects are generally small to moderate in
magnitude and often account for a relatively small proportion of variance compared to main
effects in social science research (Aguinis et al., 2005; Cohen et al., 2003; Venter & Maxwell,
2000). Accordingly, assuming a small three-way interaction effect size (f 2 = .03), results
indicated that 264 participants are required to achieve a power of .80 at the α = .05 level.
A total of 447 undergraduate participants completed this study. Participants who failed at
least two of five attention check items (n = 198) were excluded from analysis, leaving 249
participants. With respect to gender identity, 161 (64.66%) participants identified as women, 77
(30.92%) identified as men, and 11 (4.42%) identified as another gender or did not provide a
response. The sample included 128 (51.41%) Asian participants, 45 (18.07%) White participants,
35 (14.06%) Hispanic participants, 23 (9.24%) Black participants, and 18 (7.23%) participants
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who identified as another race/ethnicity or did not indicate a response. The average age of the
sample was 21.15 years old (SD = 3.47) and the median age was 20 years old.
Design and Procedure
Overview
This study consisted of two general parts. The first part was presented as a “personality
survey” and the second part was presented as a “university student opinion survey” supposedly
unrelated to the previous part. In the personality survey, participants completed measures of
individual difference variables of interest (e.g., SDO) among other filler personality items.
Subsequently, in the next part of the study disguised as a university student opinion survey,
participants were exposed to the diversity messaging manipulations. The bifurcation between the
first and second parts of the study was designed to create a sense of psychological separation
between the two parts so that the measurement of SDO did not influence participant responses to
the experimental manipulations. To strengthen the separation, the look and feel of the survey
website was designed to differ across the two portions.
The student opinion survey portion of the study employed a 2 (diversity messaging
format: narrative vs. expository) x 2 (explicit conclusion: present vs. absent) betweenparticipants design. Participants were randomly assigned to view a report that described the
university diversity initiative in either a narrative or expository format and either included or
excluded an explicit conclusion. Afterwards, participants completed three follow-up tasks
designed to measure backlash in multiple ways. More detailed information about each aspect of
the study procedures is detailed below.
Personality Survey
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At the beginning of the study, participants were asked to complete a short survey
supposedly examining personality traits. Several personality inventories and individual
difference measures were administered. Of particular interest to the present study was a measure
of SDO as well as measures of various control variables including impression management, trait
reactance, and linear/nonlinear thinking style. A number of filler measures of personality such as
the Big Five Inventory-10 (BFI-10; Rammstedt & John, 2007) and the Mini-International
Personality Item Pool (IPIP; Donnellan et al., 2006) were interspersed among the aforementioned
measures of interest to enhance the cover story that this portion of the study represented a
separate study examining general personality characteristics. At the end of this supposed
personality survey, participants were thanked for their participation and directed to the beginning
of the university student opinion survey—ostensibly unrelated to the “personality survey.”
Presentation of Organizational Diversity Initiative
The next portion of the study was introduced as a student survey designed by the
university administration to gather student feedback regarding various aspects of campus policies
and practices. Participants were informed that a student diversity initiative implemented at the
university made possible by funding from a donor has recently expired. To renew this initiative,
the university would need to fund the initiative without donor support. Participants were
presented with a report ostensibly written by a university-appointed committee examining the
effectiveness of the student diversity university initiative to inform whether or not to renew
funding for the initiative.
The initiative, referred to as the “Campus Equity Project,” was described as consisting of
several policies aimed at helping the university recruit Black students (who are underrepresented
among the student population) and providing them with access to tools to succeed. The initiative
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involved multiple policies that provide support for Black students including designated financial
aid scholarships, access to career development resources, and a “tiebreak” race-conscious student
admissions policy. Career development resources included career fairs and mentorship programs
for Black students. The admissions policy was described as a “tiebreak policy” that mandates
that if two student applicants are equally qualified, then a Black applicant would be ranked
higher than a non-Black applicant. This policy was expected to be relatively provocative since
affirmative action policies that target specific racial groups tend to receive less support in the
general population compared to more generic iterations (Crosby et al., 2006). Although
individuals with at least some college education tend to report more racially progressive attitudes
in general compared to their peers without any college education, research has shown that greater
educational attainment is not associated with increased support for race-conscious selection
policies (Wodtke, 2012). The description of the student diversity university initiative that was
presented to participants is shown in Appendix B.
Both the format of the diversity message (narrative vs. expository) and the inclusion of an
explicit message conclusion, described below, were manipulated between participants.
Diversity Messaging Manipulation: Narrative vs. Expository. Participants randomly
assigned to the “narrative” diversity messaging condition were presented with a report that
ostensibly contained a representative sample of responses from interviews with different
individuals affected by the initiative, such as a current Black student providing a first-hand
account of how the new “tiebreak” admissions policy had given them an opportunity to
overcome their family’s struggles and achieve career success. In contrast, participants randomly
assigned to the “expository” diversity messaging condition were presented with a report that
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contained logical arguments and statistical evidence related to the new initiative, such as data on
underrepresentation and benefits of classroom diversity on societal outcomes.
To develop parallel narrative and expository message formats, I first searched for
arguments commonly used by supporters to argue in favor of the implementation of diversity
initiatives (e.g., Maxwell & Garcia, 2019) and identified the following core themes:
underrepresentation, experienced disadvantages of marginalized group members, and social and
economic societal benefits. Expository messages were created by composing one or two
paragraphs for each theme containing evidence in the form of logical arguments and statistics.
Narrative messages were constructed by pulling or adapting materials from companies, diversityfocused organizations, and other Internet-based resources (e.g., magazines published by the
National Society of Black Engineers) that provided narrative accounts of the benefits of diversity
initiatives and were related to these content themes (see Appendix B for a list of sources that
were adapted from to develop narrative messages). This resulted in narrative and expository
messages designed to differ in structure but roughly align in terms of themes of content and word
count. The narrative and expository messages are shown in Appendix B.
Diversity Messaging Manipulation: Presence of Explicit Conclusion. For a random
segment of the sample, the report contained a conclusion statement in boldface font at the end of
the report that conveys explicit support for the renewal of the initiative: “In sum, based on the
findings of our report, the Campus Equity Project student diversity initiative is critical to the
mission of our university. Therefore, members of our university community absolutely must
support the renewal of the Campus Equity Project.” In contrast, the report for the other
participants excluded this conclusion statement.
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After reading the report, participants completed measures assessing psychological
reactance and realistic threat in response to the message. In addition, because these measures of
psychological reactance and realistic threat contain mostly relatively negatively valenced items,
additional filler measures containing more neutral items (e.g., How clear was the report you just
read?) were administered. The aim of this approach was to reduce the likelihood that exposure to
negatively valenced measures would bias participants’ responses to subsequent tasks.
Follow-up Experimental Tasks to Assess Messaging Effects on Backlash
To examine the extent to which the experimental manipulations influence backlash,
participants completed three additional tasks. Participants first indicated their level of support for
the university diversity initiative before they were asked to partake in two ostensibly unrelated
tasks involving decisions about new faculty candidates and the funding of research project
proposals. The order of the latter two tasks was counterbalanced. Together, these three tasks
provided a proximal measure of backlash (i.e., support for the diversity initiative) as well as
relatively more distal ones (i.e., the ostensibly unrelated tasks). The purpose for including
multiple measures of backlash was twofold. First, multiple measures may provide insight into the
extent to which any backlash induced due to exposure to the diversity initiative messaging
generalizes to more distal contexts. Second, the more distal measures of backlash may be less
susceptible to demand characteristics compared to the proximal measure.
Opposition to Diversity Initiative. After completing measures of psychological
reactance and perceived realistic threat in response to the diversity messaging, participants were
asked to indicate the extent to which they support or oppose the initiative.
Opposition to Diversity Research Funding. In a follow-up experimental task,
participants were informed that the university’s social science college recently invited faculty
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members to submit research project proposals to apply for funding from the university. A
number of proposals made it to the final round of consideration and the university is currently
seeking out student input to help determine which of the research project proposals deserve
funding support from the university. Participants were shown a list of the names of six research
project proposals along with an accompanying brief description for each. Subsequently,
participants rank ordered their preferences for which proposal are worthy of funding.
For this task, I developed research project proposals that vary in their apparent support
for diversity. More specifically, I developed a variety of research project proposals meant to be:
supportive of, against, or neutral towards the practice of valuing people from different social
groups and backgrounds. Examples of research proposal topics included: 1) How do investments
in public transportation promote racial equity in health outcomes?, 2) What are the negative
consequences of affordable housing projects on surrounding property values?, and 3) How has
the rise of online shopping affected the profits of shopping malls? Whereas the first project
proposal example indicates support for diversity, the second example indicates opposition to
diversity. The third example serves as a project proposal that is neutral with respect to diversity.
Each research project proposal was accompanied by a brief two-sentence description. Pilot
testing (described below) was conducted to ensure that the different research proposals are
perceived as intended and as equally interesting. See Appendix B for the full list of research
project proposals presented to participants. Backlash was operationalized as the extent to which
participants ranked research proposals indicating opposition to diversity higher than the other
types of research proposals. More detailed information as to how backlash was scored based on
participants’ rank ordering of the research project proposals is provided in the “Measures”
section below.
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Opposition to Diversity Hiring. In another task, participants were informed that the
university’s psychology department is soliciting student input on finalist candidates for a new
endowed teaching faculty position created to support a professor highly skilled in teaching.
Participants were shown basic qualifications (education background, professional affiliations,
number of publications and conference presentations, brief teaching philosophy statement) of
three candidates. As indicated by their educational background, teaching philosophy, and number
of publications and presentations, two candidates were presented as equally well-qualified and
the third candidate was presented as relatively less qualified. Of the two equally-qualified
candidates, one candidate was Black and the other was White (subtly manipulated through
candidate name and professional affiliation). Qualifications of the candidates and candidate race
manipulations were verified through pilot testing (described below). Candidate materials that
were presented to participants are shown in Appendix B.
Participants were asked to evaluate the three candidates through three different pairwise
comparisons. That is, participants evaluated the following pairs: (1) the well-qualified White
candidate vs. the lesser-qualified White candidate, (2) the well-qualified Black candidate vs. the
lesser-qualified White candidate, and (3) the well-qualified Black candidate vs. the (equally)
well-qualified White candidate. For each pairing, participants evaluated one candidate’s
suitability for the faculty position relative to the other candidate in the pair. Participant responses
on the third pairwise comparison between the equally qualified Black and White candidates
served as the measure of backlash. Backlash was operationalized as the extent to which the
participant preferred the White candidate over the equally qualified Black candidate, given that
evaluating the White candidate more favorably would clearly go against the university’s
diversity initiative messaging.
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Concluding Procedures and Debriefing
At the conclusion of the study, demographic questions were administered to participants.
Additionally, open-ended questions were administered to provide participants an opportunity to
explain their candidate and research project proposal responses and to probe for suspicion.
Finally, participants were debriefed about the true aim of the study and thanked for their
participation.
Pilot Study
A pilot study with participants recruited from Amazon Mechanical Turk was conducted
to facilitate the development of experimental materials. First, participants recruited for the pilot
study evaluated either the narrative or expository messages (see Appendix B) on various
dimensions. As expected, the narrative message was rated as arousing greater narrative
transportation than the expository message, and both message formats were perceived to be
moderately trustworthy and high in clarity.
Second, pilot study participants evaluated job materials for the faculty candidates (see
Appendix B). Results indicated that almost all participants correctly identified each of the
candidate’s race as intended (i.e., Candidate 1 [Darnell Washington] as Black; both Candidate 2
[Bradley Schmitt] and Candidate 3 [Scott Friedman] as White). Furthermore, as intended, two of
the candidates (Candidates 1 and 3) were perceived as equally qualified for the faculty position.
Third, pilot study participants evaluated a list of research project proposals and rated the
extent to which each one seemed to be supportive of diversity versus against diversity. Diversity
was defined for pilot study participants as the practice of valuing people from different social
groups and backgrounds. Pilot study participants also rated how interesting each research project
proposal appeared. Based on results of the pilot study, two research project proposals that were
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rated as relatively supportive of diversity were selected to be included in the main study. Another
two research project proposals that were rated as relatively against diversity were also selected.
Finally, two research project proposals deemed neither supportive nor against diversity (i.e.,
neutral) were selected to be included. All six of these research project proposals were rated as
roughly equally interesting. The full list of research project proposals that were included in the
main study is shown in Appendix B.
Measures
Unless otherwise noted, all instruments used a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Higher scores indicate a greater amount of the
construct being assessed.
Social Dominance Orientation
Social dominance orientation (SDO) was measured with the 16-item SDO6 scale
originally developed by Pratto et al. (1994). Participants were asked to indicate their feelings
about various statements regarding group-based hierarchies on a 7-point Likert-type scale
ranging from 1 (very negative) to 7 (very positive). One sample item from this measure is: “Some
groups of people are simply inferior to other groups.” Pratto et al. (1994) reported a Cronbach’s
alpha of .91. In this sample, Cronbach’s alpha was .92. The full SDO6 scale is located in
Appendix C.
State of Psychological Reactance to Diversity Messaging
Consistent with Hall et al. (2017), the state of psychological reactance was
conceptualized as the following: freedom threat, negative affect, and counterarguing.
Freedom Threat. Perceived threat to freedom after exposure to diversity messaging was
assessed using a four-item scale developed by Dillard and Shen (2005). A sample item from this
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scale is: “The message tried to make a decision for me.” To align with the design of the present
study, I adapted the items to refer to “the report” instead of the original wording of “the
message.” Dillard and Shen (2005) reported Cronbach’s alphas of .83 and .87. In this sample,
Cronbach’s alpha was .94. See Appendix D for the entire scale.
Negative Affect. Consistent with prior studies examining psychological reactance (e.g.,
Dillard & Shen, 2005; Moyer-Gusé & Nabi, 2010), the affective component of psychological
reactance after exposure to diversity messaging was measured by asking participants to rate how
angry, irritated, annoyed, and aggravated they felt while reading the report on a 1 (not at all) to 7
(very much) Likert-type scale. Dillard and Shen (2005) reported Cronbach’s alphas of .92 and
.94. A Cronbach’s alpha of .94 was obtained in the present study. See Appendix E for the
complete measure.
Counterarguing. To assess the extent to which participants generated thoughts that
dispute or were inconsistent with the diversity messaging report, an adapted four-item measure
of counterarguing developed by Moyer-Gusé and Nabi (2010) was administered. One sample
item is: “While watching the program, I sometimes found myself thinking of ways I disagreed
with what was being presented.” To be consistent with the experimental materials of the present
study, I adapted the items to refer to “reading the report” instead of “watching the program.”
Moyer-Gusé and Nabi (2010) reported a Cronbach’s alpha of .84. In this sample, Cronbach’s
alpha was .91. The complete measure is listed in Appendix F.
State of Realistic Threat to Diversity Messaging
To assess the extent to which participants perceived the student diversity university
initiative as a threat to their academic and career opportunities, participants were asked to
respond to four questions adapted from the “Realistic Threat” scale used in previous research
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(Gutiérrez & Saint Clair, 2018; Maddux et al., 2008). A sample item is: “Policies like the
Campus Equity Project student diversity initiative make it harder for a student like me to get
good jobs.” Maddux et al. (2008) reported a Cronbach’s alphas of .93, though their scale featured
more items than the one used in this study. The Cronbach’s alpha of the scale used in the present
study was .95. See Appendix G for the full adapted scale used in the present study.
Backlash
Backlash was assessed three different ways. First, participants were asked to indicate
their level of support for the diversity initiative. Next, participants engaged in two separate tasks
where they provided their input on important university decisions regarding which research
proposals to fund and which faculty candidates to consider for an open position.
Opposition to Diversity Initiative. To assess support for the student diversity university
initiative described in the report, an adapted version of a scale measuring attitude toward
affirmative action programs originally developed by Bell et al. (1997) was administered. The
adapted scale presented participants with the following statement: “The student diversity
university initiative is: ____.” Subsequently, participants indicated their response by completing
five semantic differential items on seven-point scales with the following bipolar end points:
harmful vs. helpful, worthless vs. worthwhile, negative vs. positive, ready to be phased out vs.
necessary to keep, and in need of changing vs. should stay the same. Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients in prior research ranged from .93 to .95 (Bell et al., 1997, 2000). In this sample,
Cronbach’s alpha was .93. The full scale is shown in Appendix H.
Opposition to Diversity Research Funding. An index of backlash was calculated based
on participants’ rank order of the six research project proposals. The research proposal listed as
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the highest-ranked proposal to be funded was scored as 6 points; the second-highest ranked
proposal was scored as 5 points, and so on. The lowest-ranked proposal was scored as 1 point.
Furthermore, recall that two proposals are supportive of diversity values, two proposals
stand in opposition to diversity values, and two are be neutral. Research proposals deemed as
anti-diversity were associated with a +1 multiplier and proposals deemed as pro-diversity were
associated with a -1 multiplier. Proposals that are neutral were associated with a 0 multiplier.
Total scores can range from -8 to +8, with higher scores indicating greater backlash.
For example, if participants ranked the two anti-diversity proposals as their two highestranked proposals, the two neutral proposals as their third and fourth highest ranked proposals,
and the two pro-diversity proposals as their fifth and sixth ranked proposals, then they would
receive a score of: (6*1) + (5*1) + (4*0) + (3*0) + (2*-1) + (1*-1) = +8. See Appendix I for
more details on the scoring of participants’ rank ordering of research project proposals.
Opposition to Diversity Hiring. For each pair-combination of candidates shown,
participants evaluated the two candidates against one another on a three-item measure using
items adapted from prior research (Barrick et al., 2010; Nadler & Kufahl, 2014; Stevens &
Kristof, 1995). One sample item is: “Which candidate is more qualified for the professor
position?” The response scale was in bipolar format with scores ranging from 1 (Definitely
candidate A) to 6 (Definitely candidate B). See Appendix J for the full measure to be used in the
present study. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of measures consisting of similar items used in
these past studies have ranged from .88 to .96. In the present study, Cronbach’s alpha was .91.
Backlash was operationalized as the extent to which participants preferred the well-qualified
White candidate over the equally well-qualified Black candidate, with positive scores indicating
greater backlash.
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Control Variables
Social Desirability. A 16-item version of the Balanced Inventory of Desirable
Responding (BIDR-16) was administered to assess the extent to which participant responses
were influenced by social desirability bias. The original 40-item BIDR scale was first developed
by Paulhus (1984) and later shortened to 16 items by Hart et al. (2015). The BIDR-16 measure
consists of two subscales: self-deceptive enhancement (sample item: “I am a completely rational
person”) and impression management (sample item: “I never cover up my mistakes”). Whereas
the former assesses one’s tendency to provide honest but overly positively self-descriptions, the
latter assesses one’s tendency to respond in ways to please others. Hart et al. (2015) found
Cronbach’s alphas for each subscale ranged from .64 to .82. In the present study, Cronbach’s
alpha for the self-deceptive enhancement and impression management subscales were .66 and
.72, respectively. The complete measure is located in Appendix K.
Trait Reactance. To control for participants’ inherent predispositions to resist attempts
to be influenced, the 11-item trait reactance scale developed by Hong and Faedda’s (1996) was
administered. A sample item from this scale is, “When someone forces me to do something, I
feel like doing the opposite.” Hong and Faedda (1996) reported a Cronbach’s alpha of .77. In this
sample, Cronbach’s alpha was .76. The full scale is listed in Appendix L.
Linear/Nonlinear Thinking Style. While expository persuasive messages tend to rely on
external information, narrative persuasive messages tend to rely on eliciting internal feelings and
thoughts. It is plausible that an individual’s general propensity to attend to external, verifiable
information versus internal feelings when making decisions may influence the extent to which
they are influenced by expository and narrative messaging. Therefore, the Linear/Nonlinear
Thinking Style Profile (LNTSP) developed by Vance et al. (2007) was administered to account
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for this individual difference. The LNTSP measures an individual’s preferences for linear and
nonlinear thinking styles; whereas a linear thinking style refers to a “preference for attending to
external, tangible data and facts, and processing this information to make decisions,” a non-linear
thinking style refers to a “preference for attending to internal feelings, impressions, sensations,
and processing this information both consciously and subconsciously to make decisions” (Paik et
al., 2019, p. 852).
Two groups of paired items make up the LNTSP. In the first group of items, participants
were presented with pairs of statements such as “I primarily rely on logic when making career
decisions” (reflective of a linear thinking style) vs. “I primarily rely on my feelings when making
career decisions” (reflective of a non-linear thinking style). For each pair of statements,
participants were instructed to use a 4-point bipolar scale to indicate which of the given
behaviors they engage in more frequently. In the second group of items, participants were
presented with competing words or phrases such as “empathy” (reflective of a non-linear
thinking style) vs. “rationality” (reflective of a linear thinking style). For each pair of words or
phrases, participants indicated which of them more strongly influences their behavior using a
four-point bipolar scale. Past research studies have found Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for these
subscales ranging from .72 - .92 (Groves et al., 2008; Paik et al., 2019; Vance et al., 2007). In
this sample, Cronbach’s alpha was .76. Higher scores indicate a stronger preference for nonlinear thinking versus linear thinking. See Appendix M for a full list of items in this measure.
Big Five Personality Traits
Two different brief inventories of the Big Five personality factors were administered as
filler items in the “personality survey” portion of the study including the BFI-10 (Rammstedt &
John, 2007) and the Mini-IPIP (Donnellan et al., 2006). These measures ask participants to rate
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how well different statements describe themselves, such as “is outgoing, sociable” and “get[s]
chores done right away.” Complete lists of the items that make up these scales are located in
Appendix N.
Manipulation and Attention Checks
To assess the effectiveness of the narrative vs. expository diversity messaging and
explicit conclusion manipulations, participants were provided a list of various elements and
asked to indicate whether each element was included in the report they read. Presumably,
participants in the narrative condition should be more likely to indicate the presence of quotes
from different people in the report than participants in the expository condition. Conversely,
participants in the expository condition should be more likely to indicate the presence of
statistics in the report than participants in the narrative condition. Moreover, participants
randomly assigned to view the report with an explicit conclusion should be more likely to
indicate that the report contained a conclusion section compared to participants randomly
assigned to a report without the explicit conclusion included.
Furthermore, consistent with best practice recommendations for dealing with inattentive
participant responding when carrying out online research studies (Berinsky et al., 2014; Cheung
et al., 2017), five attention check questions were administered throughout the study. Attention
checks included an instructed response question (e.g., “If you are reading this question, please
select, ‘Somewhat disagree.’”) and recall questions (e.g., “Which department was looking to hire
a new faculty candidate?”). Appendix O lists all manipulation and attention check questions.
Demographics
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Participants were asked to indicate their race/ethnicity to permit exploratory analyses (see
Analysis Plan below). Other standard demographic information such as gender and age were
collected as well. A complete list of demographic items is presented in Appendix P.
Post-Experimental Inquiry
To assess potential participant suspicion regarding the study's aim and cover story, prior
to study debriefing, participants were presented with the following open-ended question: “In
your own words, what was this study about?”
Exploratory Analyses by Participant Race/Ethnicity
It is plausible that the hypothesized model may be less applicable to individuals targeted
by a given diversity initiative (i.e., targets) compared to individuals who are not targeted by the
diversity initiative (i.e., non-targets). In other words, compared to non-targets, targets may be
less likely to experience psychological reactance and realistic threat after exposure to an
organizational diversity initiative given that they would presumably stand to benefit from its
implementation. However, some researchers (e.g., Heilman et al., 1992) have found that targets
of organizational diversity policies may be concerned about being stigmatized as incompetent
and react negatively to such policies, raising the possibility that targets may also experience
psychological reactance and realistic threat in response to a diversity initiative.
Therefore, I conducted exploratory analyses related to participant race/ethnicity to
examine questions such as: 1) To what extent do participants who would presumably represent
targets of the diversity initiative (i.e., participants who identify as Black) react differently to the
diversity initiative compared to other participants? and 2) Do hypothesized effects become
stronger or weaker when these participants are excluded from analysis? Although the specific
nature of realistic threat experienced by target and non-targets may differ, the measure of
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realistic threat used in the present study was broadly defined. Finally, it should be noted that
Black participants made up a very small proportion of the sample given the undergraduate
population from which participants were recruited.
Results
Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations are displayed in Table 1. Because the
outcome variable (backlash) is measured with three different indicators (i.e., opposition to
diversity initiative, opposition to diversity hiring, opposition to diversity research funding), each
hypothesis was tested in three different models – one with each backlash indicator serving as the
dependent variable. Although trait reactance was included as a covariate in the analyses, other
covariates (social desirability and linear/nonlinear thinking style) were measured but dropped
because they were largely unrelated to the mediator and outcome variables.
Manipulation Checks
To assess the effectiveness of the narrative vs. expository messaging manipulation,
participants were asked to indicate whether statistics (which were present in the expository
condition) and whether quotes (which were present in the narrative condition) were included in
the report. Similarly, to assess the effectiveness of the explicit conclusion manipulation,
participants were asked to indicate whether a concluding section was included in the report.
Participants were provided three response options for each: “Included in the report,” “Not
included in the report,” and “Not sure.”
Chi-square tests of independence generally revealed differences in responses across
conditions consistent with the manipulations. Participants in the expository condition were more
likely to correctly indicate that statistics were included in the report (71.43%) compared to
participants in the narrative condition (26.61%), χ²(2, N = 249) = 49.91, p < .001. In addition,
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participants in the narrative condition were more likely to correctly indicate that quotes were
included in the report (67.89%) compared to participants in the expository condition (30.00%),
χ²(2, N = 249) = 37.28, p < .001. Finally, participants who viewed a report with an explicit
conclusion were more likely to indicate a conclusion section was included (85.94%) compared to
participants who viewed a report without an explicit conclusion (50.41%), χ²(2, N = 249) =
39.24, p < .001.
Indirect Effects of Diversity Messaging on Backlash (Hypotheses 1 – 5)
Hypotheses 1 through 5 involve examining psychological reactance and perceived
realistic threat as parallel mediators of the effect of narrative (vs. expository) diversity messaging
on backlash. These hypotheses were analyzed using Model 4 of the PROCESS macro v4.0 for R
(Hayes, 2018a) with narrative (vs. expository) diversity messaging entered as the independent
variable, backlash as the dependent variable, and realistic threat as well as the three indicators of
psychological reactance (i.e., perceived freedom threat, negative affect, and counterarguing) as
mediator variables. Indirect effects were tested by generating 5,000 bootstrap samples to
compute 95% confidence intervals. Point estimates of the indirect effects were considered
statistically significant if the associated confidence intervals did not include zero. See Tables 2
through 4 for the full results of these mediation models. Figure 2 presents a graphical summary
of these mediation results.
Narrative Diversity Messaging → Psychological Reactance (Hypothesis 1)
Hypothesis 1 predicted that narrative (vs. expository) diversity messaging reduces
perceived freedom threat (H1a), negative affect (H1b), and counterarguing (H1c). Whereas H1a
and H1b were not supported, H1c received marginal support. Narrative (vs. expository)
messaging resulted in marginally less counterarguing when opposition to diversity initiative was
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the dependent variable of the mediation model (b = -0.34, t[245] = -1.91, p = .058), when
opposition to diversity research funding was the dependent variable of the mediation model (b =
-0.32, t[246] = -1.80, p = .074), and also when opposition to diversity hiring was the dependent
variable of the mediation model (b = -0.31, t[245] = -0.31, p = .078).
Narrative Diversity Messaging → Perceived Realistic Threat (Hypothesis 2)
Hypothesis 2 predicted that narrative diversity messaging reduces perceived realistic
threat. However, results showed that narrative (vs. expository) diversity messaging was unrelated
to perceived realistic threat regardless of which backlash indicator served as the dependent
variable of the mediation model. Thus, H2 did not receive support.
Psychological Reactance → Backlash (Hypothesis 3)
Hypothesis 3 predicted that perceived freedom threat (H3a), negative affect (H3b), and
counterarguing (H3c) are positively associated with backlash. Perceived freedom threat was
significantly related to opposition to diversity initiative (b = 0.12, t[241] = 2.82, p = .005), but
not related to either opposition to diversity research funding or opposition to diversity hiring.
Therefore, H3a was partially supported.
Negative affect was not significantly related to any of the backlash indicators. Therefore,
H3b was not supported.
Counterarguing was significantly related to opposition to diversity initiative (b = 0.13,
t[241] = 2.79, p = .006) and marginally related to opposition to diversity research funding (b =
0.38, t[242] = 1.70, p = .091). However, counterarguing was not related to opposition to diversity
hiring. Thus, H3c received partial support.
Perceived Realistic Threat → Backlash (Hypothesis 4)
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Hypothesis 4 predicted that perceived realistic threat is positively associated with
backlash. As expected, perceived realistic threat was significantly related to opposition to
diversity initiative (b = 0.21, t[241] = 5.65, p < .001) and opposition to diversity research funding
(b = 0.53, t[242] = 2.81, p = .005). However, perceived realistic threat was not related to
opposition to diversity hiring. Thus, H4 was partially supported.
Narrative Diversity Messaging → Psychological Reactance & Perceived Realistic Threat →
Backlash (Hypothesis 5)
Hypothesis 5 predicted that freedom threat (H5a), negative affect (H5b), counterarguing
(H5c), and perceived realistic threat (H5d) mediate the effect of narrative (vs. expository)
diversity messaging on backlash. Results revealed that none of these indirect effects were
statistically significant. Thus, Hypothesis 5 was not supported.
Research Question 1 asked which of the mediating mechanisms provide the strongest
explanation for the indirect effect of narrative (vs. expository) diversity messaging on backlash.
Pairwise contrasts of the indirect effects revealed that none of the indirect effects were
statistically significantly different from one another. Table 5 contains the full results of this
analysis.
Summary (Hypotheses 1 – 5)
In short, tests of Hypotheses 1 through 5 revealed no evidence indicating that
psychological reactance and perceived realistic threat mediate the effect of narrative (vs.
expository) diversity messaging on backlash. Narrative (vs. expository) diversity messaging did
not have any significant direct effects on perceived realistic threat or psychological reactance,
though it did have a marginal effect on reducing counterarguing. Moreover, there was mixed
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evidence for direct effects of psychological reactance and perceived realistic threat on backlash
depending on how backlash was operationalized.
Indirect Effects of SDO on Backlash (Hypotheses 6 – 7)
Hypotheses 6 and 7 involve examining the effects of SDO on backlash through
psychological reactance and perceived realistic threat. Similar to the above set of analyses, these
hypotheses were analyzed using Model 4 of the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2018a) with SDO
entered as the independent variable, backlash as the dependent variable, and realistic threat as
well as the three indicators of psychological reactance (i.e., perceived freedom threat, negative
affect, and counterarguing) as mediator variables. Tables 6 through 8 contain the full results of
these mediation models. Figure 3 presents a graphical summary of these mediation results.
SDO → Psychological Reactance & Perceived Realistic Threat (Hypothesis 6)
Hypothesis 6 predicted that SDO is positively associated with perceived freedom threat
(H6a), negative affect (H6b), counterarguing (H6c), and perceived realistic threat (H6d).
As expected, SDO was significantly related to perceived freedom threat when opposition
to diversity initiative was the dependent variable of the mediation model (b = 0.39, t[245] = 4.69,
p < .001), when opposition to diversity research funding was the dependent variable (b = 0.38,
t[246] = 4.57, p < .001), and when opposition to diversity hiring was the dependent variable (b =
0.37, t[245] = 4.51, p < .001). Thus, H6a was fully supported.
As expected, SDO was significantly related to negative affect when opposition to
diversity initiative was the dependent variable of the mediation model (b = 0.17, t[245] = 2.96, p
= .003), when opposition to diversity research funding was the dependent variable (b = 0.17,
t[246] = 2.92, p = .004), and when opposition to diversity hiring was the dependent variable (b =
0.16, t[245] = 2.88, p = .004). Thus, H6b was fully supported.
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As expected, SDO was significantly related to counterarguing when opposition to
diversity initiative was the dependent variable of the mediation model (b = 0.38, t[245] = 4.13, p
< .001), when opposition to diversity research funding was the dependent variable (b = 0.37,
t[246] = 4.02, p < .001), and when opposition to diversity hiring was the dependent variable (b =
0.37, t[245] = 3.99, p < .001). Thus, H6c was fully supported.
As expected, SDO was significantly related to perceived realistic threat when opposition
to diversity initiative was the dependent variable of the mediation model (b = 0.47, t[245] = 4.70,
p < .001), when opposition to diversity research funding was the dependent variable (b = 0.46,
t[246] = 4.64, p < .001), and when opposition to diversity hiring was the dependent variable (b =
0.45, t[245] = 4.56, p < .001). Thus, H6d was fully supported.
In sum, in full support of Hypothesis 6, results indicated that SDO is associated with
psychological reactance and perceived realistic threat regardless of which indicator of backlash
served as the dependent variable of the mediation model.
SDO → Psychological Reactance & Perceived Realistic Threat → Backlash (Hypothesis 7)
Hypothesis 7 predicted that perceived freedom threat (H7a), negative affect (H7b),
counterarguing (H7c), and perceived realistic threat (H7d) all mediate the effect of SDO on
backlash.
The indirect effect of SDO on opposition to diversity initiative through perceived
freedom threat was statistically significant (effect = 0.05, 95% CI: [0.01, 0.10]). However, the
indirect effects of SDO on opposition to diversity research funding and on opposition to diversity
hiring through perceived freedom threat were not statistically significant. Therefore, H7a was
partially supported.
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The indirect effects of SDO on backlash through negative affect were not statistically
significant for all three indicators of backlash. Therefore, H7b received no support.
The indirect effects of SDO on opposition to diversity initiative through counterarguing
was statistically significant (effect = 0.05, 95% CI: [0.01, 0.10]). However, the indirect effects of
SDO on opposition to diversity research funding and opposition to diversity hiring through
counterarguing were not statistically significant. Therefore, H7c was partially supported.
The indirect effect of SDO on opposition to diversity initiative through perceived realistic
threat was statistically significant (effect = 0.10, 95% CI: [0.05, 0.17]). Additionally, the indirect
effect of SDO on opposition to diversity research funding through perceived realistic threat was
statistically significant (effect = 0.20, 95% CI: [0.02, 0.41]). However, the indirect effect of SDO
on opposition to diversity hiring through perceived realistic threat was not statistically
significant. Therefore, H7d was partially supported.
To summarize, support for whether perceived freedom threat, negative affect,
counterarguing, and perceived realistic threat served as parallel mediators for the relationship
between SDO and backlash differed depending on how backlash was operationalized. For
opposition to diversity initiative, all of the indirect effects were statistically significant with the
exception of negative affect. However, when backlash was operationalized as opposition to
diversity research funding, only perceived realistic threat was a significant mediator. Finally, for
opposition to diversity hiring, none of the proposed indirect effects were statistically significant.
Moderated Mediation: Diversity Messaging, SDO, and Backlash (Hypotheses 8 – 9)
Hypothesis 8 postulated that SDO serves as a first-stage moderator of the hypothesized
parallel mediation model. Specifically, it was hypothesized that there would be a two-way
interaction between diversity messaging and SDO on each of the following: perceived freedom
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threat (H8a), negative affect (H8b), counterarguing (H8c), and perceived realistic threat (H8d).
Hypothesis 9 predicted that the indirect effects of diversity messaging on backlash through
perceived freedom threat (H9a), negative affect (H9b), counterarguing (H9c), and perceived
realistic threat (H9d) are all moderated by SDO. Both of these hypotheses were tested using
Model 7 of the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2018a). Evidence for moderation of indirect effects
was assessed by examining the index of moderated mediation and its associated 95% bootstrap
confidence interval (Hayes, 2018b). See Tables 9 through 12 for the complete results of these
moderated mediation models and Figure 4 for a graphical summary.
Results revealed that none of the hypothesized two-way interactions were statistically
significant. Furthermore, all of the 95% bootstrap confidence intervals of the indices of
moderated mediation included zero, indicating no evidence for moderation of any indirect
effects. Thus, both Hypotheses 8 and 9 were not supported.
Dual Moderated Mediation: Diversity Messaging, SDO, Presence of an Explicit Conclusion,
and Backlash (Hypotheses 10 – 11)
Hypothesis 10 proposed a first-stage three-way interaction of the hypothesized parallel
mediation model. Specifically, it was hypothesized that there is a three-way interaction between
diversity messaging, SDO, and presence of an explicit conclusion on each of the following:
perceived freedom threat (H10a), negative affect (H10b), counterarguing (H10c), and perceived
realistic threat (H10d). Moreover, Hypothesis 11 proposed that the indirect effects of diversity
messaging on backlash through perceived freedom threat (H11a), negative affect (H11b),
counterarguing (H11c), and perceived realistic threat (H11d) are all jointly moderated by SDO
and the presence of an explicit conclusion. These hypotheses were tested using Model 11 of the
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PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2018a). See Tables 13 through 18 for the full results of these dual
moderated mediation models and Figure 5 for a graphical summary.
The results indicated that none of the three-way interactions were statistically significant.
Furthermore, all of the 95% bootstrap confidence intervals of the indices of moderated
moderated mediation contained zero, indicating no evidence for dual moderation of any indirect
effects. Therefore, both Hypothesis 10 and 11 were not supported.
Exploratory Analyses
Mean Differences by Condition
Main effects of the diversity messaging and explicit conclusion manipulations on
psychological reactance, perceived realistic threat, and backlash were explored. Mean
differences by condition are presented in Table 19. Independent samples t-tests revealed that the
presence (vs. absence) of an explicit conclusion did not have any statistically significant effects
on any of the variables. Similarly, the diversity messaging manipulation also did not have any
statistically significant effects on any of the variables, though participants in the narrative
condition (M = 3.20, SD = 1.49) endorsed marginally less counterarguing compared to
participants in the expository condition (M = 3.49, SD = 1.32), t(247) = 1.66, p = .098.
Interestingly, although none of the differences between the narrative and expository conditions
were statistically significant, the differences for all seven of the variables fell in the expected
direction. In other words, compared to participants in the expository condition, participants in the
narrative condition trended towards lower levels of psychological reactance (i.e., perceived
freedom threat, negative, affect, counterarguing), perceived realistic threat, and backlash.
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Participant Demographic Differences
Differences in psychological reactance, perceived realistic threat, and backlash as well as
trait variables (i.e., SDO, trait reactance) by participant demographic characteristics were also
explored. Mean differences by participant race/ethnicity and gender are shown in Table 20.
Independent samples t-tests revealed statistically significant differences between men and
women participants for only two of the variables. Women reported less opposition to diversity
research funding (M = -3.01, SD = 3.72) compared to men (M = -1.57, SD = 3.63), t(236) = 2.81,
p = .005. In addition, consistent with prior SDO research (e.g., Pratto et al., 1994), men (M =
2.48, SD = 1.09) reported greater levels of SDO compared to women (M = 2.09, SD = 0.86),
t(236) = 3.02, p = .002.
I originally intended to explore and compare the results of the hypothesized models when
Black participants were included versus excluded from analysis. However, given the small
subgroup sample size of Black participants, this analysis was not feasible. Nevertheless, one-way
between-participants ANOVAs were conducted to explore mean differences on the
aforementioned variables between Black, Hispanic, Asian, and White participants. Results
revealed that participant race/ethnicity did not have any statistically significant effects on the
variables, with one notable exception. There was a significant effect of participant race/ethnicity
on counterarguing, F(3, 227) = 3.09, p = .028. Interestingly, Black participants reported the
highest level of counterarguing (M = 4.21, SD = 1.02, n = 23), followed by Hispanic (M = 3.51,
SD = 1.26, n = 35), Asian (M = 3.31, SD = 1.40, n = 128), and White (M = 3.25, SD = 1.48, n =
45) participants. Black participants in the narrative condition reported greater counterarguing
compared to Black participants in the expository condition (4.43 vs. 4.00).

65

NARRATIVES & BACKLASH TO DIVERSITY INITIATIVES
Discussion
Given the current state of the social climate in the United States, it is perhaps
unsurprising that organizational diversity initiatives can incite intense resistance. The
overarching aim of the present study was to explore strategies for fostering favorable responses
from organizational members to organizational diversity initiatives. More specifically, this study
examined the extent to which backlash against an organizational diversity initiative would be
reduced when organizational members were exposed to diversity messaging in narrative format
compared to expository format. In the following section, I provide an overview of the main
findings. Subsequently, I discuss implications for theory and practice before considering study
limitations and directions for future research.
Summary and Interpretation of Results
Effects of Narrative Diversity Messaging
Contrary to expectations, narrative diversity messaging did not statistically significantly
reduce psychological reactance, perceived realistic threat, or backlash compared to expository
diversity messaging. However, it should be noted that narrative messaging did marginally reduce
counterarguing against the diversity initiative. This may partly be due to the fact that the
expository condition featured content that was more conducive to counterarguing. For example,
the expository version of the diversity initiative report contained logical statements and
arguments. Indeed, people tend to be more likely to engage in critical scrutiny of information
when it is presented in an expository format compared to a narrative format (Bilandzic &
Busselle, 2013). In contrast, the narrative condition featured stories depicting the (supposed)
lived experiences of individuals, which may be relatively harder to generate arguments against.
As suggested by transportation theory (Green & Brock, 2000) and the extended elaboration
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likelihood model (Slater & Rouner, 2002), transportation elicited by the narrative message may
have reduced participants’ ability as well as motivation to engage in counterarguing. It is also
plausible that counterarguing exhibited relatively stronger relationships in this study because it
represents a “cold” process that is easier to elicit in an artificial lab study compared to negative
affect and threat to freedom, which may represent relatively “hot” processes.
Interestingly, although the effects of narrative (vs. expository) diversity messaging were
not statistically significant, the pattern of results all fell in the hypothesized direction. That is, the
overall averages for psychological reactance, perceived realistic threat, and backlash all trended
lower for participants who viewed the diversity messaging in narrative format compared to those
who viewed it in expository format. This pattern of results suggests that it is plausible that
narrative diversity messaging might promote more favorable reactions to diversity initiatives, at
least compared to expository diversity messaging, but only by a small amount.
In addition to the possibility that the effects of narrative diversity messaging on
mitigating resistance are relatively weak, several other factors may have contributed to the lack
of significant effects of narrative diversity messaging observed in the present study. First,
participants in this sample were undergraduates recruited from a large, highly diverse urban
university who may largely hold favorable attitudes toward the diversity initiatives described in
the study materials. In contrast, prior research has found that narrative persuasive messages tend
to be most effective when audience members hold views that diverge from the position
advocated in the message (Slater & Rouner, 1996). Second, the artificial nature of the study (i.e.,
the study materials were presented as coming from a fictional university rather than the
participants’ actual university) may have considerably limited the psychological realism of the
study. Third, the specific narrative messages used in the present study may not have been
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engaging enough to sufficiently capture participants’ interest. Relatedly, participants may not
have been paying close attention to the study materials, particularly since the study was
completed fully online. The median amount of time participants spent on the webpage consisting
of the descriptions of the policies that made up the university diversity initiative was less than
half a minute. Together, these factors may have mitigated the potential for participants to
experience psychological reactance or realistic threat in response to the presented diversity
initiative, thus limiting the likelihood of obtaining differential effects between the narrative and
expository diversity message conditions. Indeed, the mean scores on the psychological reactance
and perceived realistic threat measures all fell below the respective scale’s midpoint.
Also contrary to expectations, psychological reactance and perceived realistic threat did
not mediate the effect of narrative (vs. expository) diversity messaging on backlash. In addition,
these indirect effects were not moderated by SDO and the presence of an explicit conclusion.
Limited statistical power to detect these complex effects may have played a role in the null
results, as the final sample size was lower than anticipated after accounting for participants who
failed attention checks.3 Additionally, the explicit conclusion manipulation may have been too
subtle to yield any observable effects. It should also be noted that there was limited variability in
SDO among participants in this sample; the distribution of SDO scores was heavily positively
skewed as a vast majority of participants scored toward the extreme low end of the scale on
SDO.
Effects of Psychological Reactance and Perceived Realistic Threat on Backlash
The direct effects of psychological reactance and perceived realistic threat on backlash
varied depending on how backlash was operationalized. Freedom threat, counterarguing, and

3

However, relaxing the attention check exclusion criteria did not meaningfully change the results.
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perceived realistic threat all predicted opposition to the diversity initiative. In addition, perceived
realistic threat predicted opposition to diversity research funding, while counterarguing was a
marginal predictor. Together, these findings suggest that organizations looking to garner support
for a diversity initiative might benefit from taking steps to reduce perceptions of realistic threat
as well as psychological reactance in the form of freedom threat and counterarguing. These
results also suggest that realistic threat may be a stronger predictor of relatively distal forms of
backlash compared to psychological reactance. In other words, people who perceive that a
diversity initiative may tangibly disadvantage them may be more likely to not only oppose the
specific initiative but also engage in backlash across a broader range of situations.
Negative affect did not relate to any of the backlash indicators, perhaps because the
messages did not elicit any meaningful amount of negative affect. Indeed, across conditions,
participants generally reported very limited negative affect after viewing the university diversity
initiative report. Ostensibly, the content of the university diversity initiative may not have been
particularly provocative for participants in this study.
Notably, none of the psychological reactance and perceived realistic threat variables
predicted opposition to diversity hiring. One possible interpretation of this finding is that
resistance against a given diversity initiative may be less likely to manifest in more distal
contexts. Alternatively, based on the open-ended comments from participants in response to a
question asking how they made their hiring recommendations, many participants seemed
predisposed to the idea of promoting greater racial/ethnic diversity among university faculty
members, which may have overridden any motivation to engage in backlash in this situation. In
fact, multiple participants specifically mentioned the importance of having more Black
professors in academia as playing a key factor in their candidate evaluations. Furthermore, the
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way the candidate hiring simulation task was designed may have played a role in the null
findings. The qualifications of the two equally qualified Black and White candidates presented to
participants were unambiguously equivalent, which may have lessened the likelihood of finding
a systematic preference for one candidate over the other. For example, research from the aversive
racism literature has found that racial bias in hiring is much more likely to occur when decision
makers compare between candidates that have ambiguously differing qualifications compared to
when differences between candidate qualifications are clear-cut (Dovidio & Gaertner, 2000).
Indirect Effects of SDO on Backlash
As expected, SDO positively predicted all psychological reactance variables and
perceived realistic threat. Moreover, freedom threat, counterarguing, and perceived realistic
threat all mediated the effect of SDO on opposition to the diversity initiative. These findings are
consistent with a core principle of social dominance theory, namely that individuals higher in
SDO tend to oppose practices aimed at attenuating group-based hierarchies (Pratto et al., 1994).
These results are also in line with prior empirical research suggesting that individuals possessing
high levels of SDO tend to be especially resistant to organizational diversity efforts (Gutiérrez &
Saint Clair, 2018; Lindsey et al., 2019).
Although perceived realistic threat mediated the effect of SDO on opposition to diversity
research funding, none of the psychological reactance variables did. The effects of psychological
reactance may be less likely to emerge in the context of this particular study design compared to
a real-life situation. Because participants were informed that they were evaluating materials for a
fictional university, they may have been unlikely to perceive the university diversity initiative
described in the report as restricting their freedom. Thus, participants may have had less
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motivation to take steps to restore a restricted freedom than they otherwise would have if their
actual university was actually in the process of implementing the described diversity initiative.
Participant Racial/Ethnic Differences in Counterarguing
Generally, no participant racial/ethnic differences emerged with respect to psychological
reactance, perceived realistic threat, and backlash. However, there was one notable exception:
Black participants, especially those randomly assigned to the narrative condition, reported more
counterarguing against the diversity messaging compared to other participants. Note that given
the relatively small number of Black participants in the present study’s sample, any
interpretations of this finding should be taken with caution.
On one hand, this finding may be surprising since the diversity messaging described
university policies that would presumably improve educational and career opportunities for
Black students. On the other hand, it is possible that concerns over being stigmatized as
receiving “unfair” advantages (see Heilman et al., 1992) may have driven greater counterarguing
against the message. If so, one might expect that Black participants would also report greater
levels of negative affect and opposition to the diversity initiative compared to other participants –
however, results indicated this was not the case.
Alternatively, counterarguing by Black participants may have been driven by a
perception that the experiences described in the diversity messaging were not reflective of their
own personal experiences. One limitation of using a closed-ended measure of counterarguing,
however, is the difficulty in determining exactly what aspect of the message participants were
arguing against. For example, participants may have generated counterarguments against specific
details of the individual narratives or against the necessity of the university diversity initiative as
a whole. In contrast, open-ended measures of counterarguing follow the thought-listing

71

NARRATIVES & BACKLASH TO DIVERSITY INITIATIVES
technique (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986) and simply ask participants to write out any thoughts that
came to mind as they viewed a message (Bilandzic & Busselle, 2013; Reynolds-Tylus, 2019).
Though the open-ended method of assessing counterarguing is more burdensome, it may have
yielded more insight into the observed racial/ethnic differences.
Theoretical Implications
The present study holds a number of implications for research and theory. Broadly, this
study offers an example of how theory and research in areas such as communication and
persuasion can generate novel research questions and insights for organizational researchers.
This may be particularly the case for diversity management researchers given that organizational
diversity initiatives often have the potential to spark controversy and resistance among
organizational members, and yet there is limited extant research examining strategies for
effectively communicating about diversity initiatives. Viewing diversity management through
the lens of persuasive communication as suggested by Sims (2008) highlights the usefulness of
psychological reactance as a theoretical framework in organizational contexts. Similarly, theories
rooted in the communication literature such as transportation theory (Green & Brock, 2000),
extended elaboration likelihood model (Slater & Rouner, 2002), and entertainment overcoming
resistance model (Moyer-Gusé, 2008) shed light on the usefulness that narrative forms of
messaging may have within organizations in certain situations (e.g., Zhang et al., 2019).
Additionally, results of this study provide several insights into the psychological
reactance literature. Some studies operationalize psychological reactance narrowly – for
example, as counterarguing only (Moyer-Gusé & Nabi, 2010) or as freedom threat only (Meirick
& Nisbett, 2011; Wendlandt & Schrader, 2007). However, in line with Dillard and Shen (2005),
the present study conceptualized psychological reactance as consisting of both negative affect
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and cognitive elements. By operationalizing psychological reactance as freedom threat, negative
affect, and counterarguing, the present study illustrated the potential for the various
psychological reactance indicators to have differential effects. For example, narrative diversity
messaging may be more likely to influence counterarguing compared to other aspects of
psychological reactance. In the present study, counterarguing was somewhat more likely to
predict opposition to the diversity initiative and opposition to diversity research funding
compared to the other psychological reactance indicators. Together, this suggests organizational
diversity messaging containing content that is easy to generate arguments against might be most
likely to produce resistance among organizational members.
Although not a primary goal of the present study, the findings lend support to trait
reactance as a construct worthy of investigation. Psychological reactance theory originally
conceptualized psychological reactance as a state (Brehm, 1966), but more recent scholarship has
also examined psychological reactance as a trait (Reynolds-Tylus, 2019). In line with prior
research, I found that individuals higher in trait reactance reported greater state psychological
reactance compared to individuals lower in trait reactance when presented with a similar
stimulus. Trait reactance was related to the state psychological reactance variables as well as
SDO. This suggests that research examining state psychological reactance should also take into
account variations in trait reactance across individuals. Indeed, emerging evidence has shown
that trait reactance can be a key moderator of psychological reactance theory. For example,
Richards et al. (2021) found that the effectiveness of strategies to mitigate state psychological
reactance differed for highly trait reactant individuals compared to low trait reactant individuals.
Moreover, this study contributes to the literature on diversity backlash. Although limited
research has examined the underlying processes that explain backlash against organizational
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diversity initiatives, results of this study found that freedom threat, counterarguing, and
perceived realistic threat were associated with greater opposition against a diversity initiative,
thus suggesting that psychological reactance and perceived realistic threat may in part drive
diversity backlash. Also, whereas prior empirical studies on diversity backlash have generally
examined backlash narrowly (e.g., Kidder et al., 2004), this study examined multiple indicators
of backlash, both proximal and distal. Results of the present study suggest that the extent to
which psychological reactance and perceived realistic threat predict backlash may vary
depending on how backlash is operationalized. Ostensibly, psychological reactance variables are
more likely to predict proximal forms of backlash compared to distal measures of backlash.
Thus, psychological reactance aroused in response to a given organizational initiative may
generate opposition against that specific initiative, but may be less likely to manifest in other
contexts. In contrast, findings suggest that perceptions of realistic threat may predict both
proximal and distal forms of backlash. However, these interpretations should be viewed as fairly
tentative given that the overall mean scores on all of these aforementioned variables were
relatively low. Furthermore, distal measures of backlash used in this study (i.e., diversity hiring,
diversity research funding) are novel and may need refinement to ensure validity.
Practical Implications
In addition to contributing to the research literature, this study also has several
implications for practice. The present study helps inform organizational strategies to generate
greater buy-in for diversity initiatives. Organizational members who experience psychological
reactance or perceived realistic threat in response to an organizational diversity initiative may be
more likely to resist and engage in actions that run counter to the diversity initiative. Thus,
organizations looking to implement diversity efforts should take steps to minimize the possibility
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of eliciting psychological reactance and perceptions of realistic threat among organizational
members. Research has shown that realistic threat perceptions can be reduced by shifting
attention from threats to opportunities (Rios et al., 2018). For example, Rios and Wynn (2016)
found that favorable responses to multiculturalism are more likely to occur when it is described
as a learning opportunity rather than a set of enforceable policies. Playing down the perception of
diversity initiatives as zero-sum games may also be beneficial in reducing perceptions of realistic
threat (Brannon et al., 2018).
Research also suggests that psychological reactance can be reduced by developing
messages that activate empathy (Miller et al., 2020; Quick et al., 2013; Reynolds-Tylus, 2019;
Shen, 2010). Therefore, when communicating about diversity initiatives, organizations should
develop messages that feature empathy-promoting features identified by Shen (2019) such as
realism, vividness, and strong emotional content. Likewise, as discussed throughout this paper,
narrative messaging structure could also play a role in mitigating psychological reactance.
Though the results obtained in this study are somewhat inconclusive, organizations may choose
to deploy narrative diversity messaging as a means to foster support for organizational diversity
efforts. To maximize the potential beneficial effects of narrative messaging, organizations should
design narrative messages that are engaging and not exceedingly reading-intensive.
Organizations should also consider the attitudes of their employee population, as investing in the
development of narrative diversity messaging may hold less utility for organizations that have
organizational members who largely already hold views that are consistent with lower levels of
SDO (i.e., supportive of diversity-promoting policies).
Furthermore, when crafting or implementing diversity messaging regarding an
organizational diversity initiative, organizations should consider the effects the messaging may
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have on targeted members of the diversity initiative. Narrative diversity messaging often portrays
members of underrepresented groups, and organizations should engage with members of these
groups to ensure that these depictions are appropriate and the messaging does not contribute to
heightened stigmatization.
Limitations and Future Directions
As is the case for any research study, the findings of this study should be considered with
a number of limitations in mind, which also help inform directions for future research. First, the
study employed a classic experimental paradigm involving the presentation of fictional materials
to participants. Given the artificial nature of the experimental situation, participants may not
have been engaged or experienced it as intended, thereby limiting opportunity to experience
psychological reactance or realistic threat perceptions. Based on collected survey metadata,
participants generally spent a very modest amount of time viewing study materials describing the
university diversity initiative. Additionally, the experimental tasks designed to measure backlash
involving diversity hiring and diversity research funding may have been susceptible to demand
characteristics.
Future research in this area should consider employing study designs that promote greater
experimental realism. Studies could use more engaging messaging tactics because messages
consisting of only text may not be enough to capture participants’ attention in low-fidelity
situations. Furthermore, a field study design that involves recruiting participants from a given
organization and leading them to believe that their organization is actually rolling out diversity
initiatives may yield greater external validity. Initial plans for the present study’s experimental
procedure involved deceiving participants by informing them that the diversity initiative
described in the experimental materials is actually under consideration to be implemented at the
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university they attend. However, this type of deception was not approved by the university’s
institutional review board. Nevertheless, a number of alternative steps were implemented to
enhance the experimental realism and ecological validity of the study such as presenting the
study under the guise of a realistic student opinion survey and tailoring the study materials to
match the participants’ university context.
Second, the generalizability of this study’s findings may be limited due to unique
characteristics of the sample. Participants were recruited from a university renowned for its
location in a progressive metropolitan area and emphasis on social mobility. This likely
contributed to range restriction on several variables in the hypothesized models (e.g., SDO,
backlash) and capped potential effects of the narrative diversity messaging manipulation. The
mean SDO score obtained in the present study was indeed lower than the means obtained in
previously published research (Ho et al., 2015; Lucas & Kteily, 2018; Pratto et al., 1994).
Relatedly, the generalizability of this study’s results to a population of full-time employees may
be questionable because undergraduate students with limited full-time working experience
participated in this study. However, undergraduate students of a university are arguably affiliated
with their institution in similar ways that employees are affiliated with their employing
organizations. As members of organizations, the conditions should exist for both undergraduates
and employees to perceive that diversity initiatives sponsored by their respective organizations
could pose a threat to their own opportunities and resources as well as individual autonomy.
Nevertheless, future research should attempt to replicate the findings of the present study with
different samples, including full-time employees, from different geographical regions.
Third, the present study examined one package of diversity initiatives among many
possibilities. The diversity initiatives included in the experimental materials were selected to
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elicit polarized opinions while still being realistic. However, findings of this study may not
necessarily generalize to all types of diversity initiatives, including those that may be perceived
as more or less extreme. Relatedly, the organizational messaging materials in this study consisted
only of information largely supportive of diversity initiatives. However, it is possible that more
balanced organizational messaging may facilitate greater counterarguing compared to a fully
positive message. Alternatively, these balanced messages may be perceived as more credible and
therefore more persuasive. Future research should explore these possibilities further.
Fourth, because I conceptualized organizational diversity messaging as a form of
persuasive communication, I drew on psychological reactance and realistic threat as the main
theoretical framework for examining backlash. However, other potential underlying
psychological processes may be useful to examine such as organizational justice and zero-sum
beliefs. Similarly, SDO was the main individual difference variable of interest in this study, but a
host of other individual difference variables (e.g., political ideology) as well as organizational
variables (e.g., power distance, employee empowerment, diversity climate) may moderate the
effects of diversity messaging on backlash. Moreover, future research can examine a broader
array of messaging characteristics beyond narrative structure and the presence of an explicit
conclusion. For example, although extant research suggests that the medium of a message has
little effect on persuasion (Braddock & Dillard, 2016), it may be fruitful to examine whether
manipulating the medium of narrative diversity messaging can mitigate diversity backlash. It is
plausible that delivering narrative diversity messaging through a video instead of through text
may foster greater transportation and in turn reduce psychological reactance. The source of the
message could also be manipulated to explore if results will vary depending if the message
comes from a senior organizational leader versus a coworker, for example.
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Fifth, the timing of the study may have impacted the results. This study took place around
a time of significant civil unrest in the United States that sparked a dramatic rise in attention on
issues of racial justice around the country. Support for the Black Lives Matter movement surged
following the murder of George Floyd (Cohn & Quealy, 2020), particularly among younger
adults (Civiqs, 2021). As a result, participants may have been more willing to support diversity
initiatives outlined in the study materials than they would have a few years ago. Also of note,
data collection took place throughout 2021 amidst the COVID-19 global pandemic. Participants
may have been especially stressed and disconnected from their university during this period,
which may have contributed to low engagement with the study materials. These ongoing societal
factors raise interesting questions for future research such as: How might backlash to
organizational diversity initiatives manifest differently as more workplaces adopt remote-based
practices? How can organizations effectively communicate about issues of racism and take steps
to promote fairness? Will increases in polarization in the United States spark more frequent and
intense cases of backlash against organizational diversity initiatives?
Lastly, it should be acknowledged that the implementation of diversity messaging
strategies alone will certainly not be sufficient for fully addressing discrimination within
organizations. Workplace discrimination is a complex and systemic issue influenced by broader
societal structures (Bergman, 2019; Latham, 2020). As such, efforts to meaningfully reduce
workplace discrimination should utilize interventions that are multifaceted and sustained over
time. Organizations should view diversity messaging as one tool among many in their pursuit of
achieving a diverse, equitable, and inclusive work environment.
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Conclusion
In sum, this study adds to our understanding of diversity initiative backlash and the
psychological processes that contribute to it. Findings of the present study suggest that
organizations can take steps to mitigate backlash against diversity efforts by focusing on
reducing psychological reactance and perceptions of realistic threat among organizational
members. This study explored a novel strategy for reducing backlash among organizational
members, namely the use of narrative diversity messaging. Although this strategy showed some
potential, additional investigation is warranted. Specifically, future research can help uncover
messaging and contextual characteristics that maximize the beneficial effects of narrative
messaging in promoting favorable responses to organizational diversity initiatives.
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Table 1
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations
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Variable

M

SD

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

1. Narrative Condition

0.44

0.50

2. Explicit Conclusion Condition

0.51

0.50

.03

3. Freedom Threat

2.91

1.29

-.07

.06

4. Negative Affect

1.67

0.87

-.09

-.00

.37**

5. Counterarguing

3.36

1.40

-.11

-.02

.56**

.44**

6. Perceived Realistic Threat

3.14

1.53

-.08

.05

.48**

.29**

.60**

7. SDO

2.21

0.95

-.01

-.04

.30**

.21**

.27**

.29**

8. Opposition to Diversity Initiative

2.36

0.91

-.06

-.06

.47**

.30**

.52**

.57**

.22**

9. Opposition to Diversity Funding

-2.49

3.72

-.02

.05

.19**

.18**

.29**

.31**

.33**

.24**

10. Opposition to Diversity Hiring

3.28

1.23

-.06

-.05

.14*

.11

.16**

.13*

.18**

.16*

.08

11. Trait Reactance

2.92

0.58

.04

.02

.18**

.19**

.16*

.07

.17**

.04

.16**

-.05

12. LNTSP

2.28

0.46

.01

.03

-.10

-.03

-.10

-.01

-.15*

-.05

-.03

-.12

.02

13. Self-Deceptive Enhancement

3.71

0.83

-.14*

-.00

.02

.00

.04

.01

.15*

.02

.03

.09

-.18**

-.20**

14. Impression Management

4.16

0.95

-.04

.03

.04

-.05

.09

.09

-.11

.04

-.03

.01

-.19**

-.13*

13

.26**

Note. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. LNTSP = Linear/Nonlinear Thinking Style Profile.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01.

Table 2
Mediation Analyses of the Effects of Narrative (vs. Expository) Diversity Messaging through
Psychological Reactance and Perceived Realistic Threat (DV: Opposition to Diversity Initiative)
(H1 – H5)
Mediator: Perceived Freedom Threat
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
Trait Reactance
R2
F
Mediator: Negative Affect
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
Trait Reactance
R2
F
Mediator: Counterarguing
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
Trait Reactance
R2
F
Mediator: Perceived Realistic Threat
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
Trait Reactance
R2
F
Outcome: Opposition to Diversity Initiative
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
Perceived Freedom Threat
Negative Affect
Counterarguing
Perceived Realistic Threat
Trait Reactance
R2
F
Indirect Effects
Mediator
Perceived Freedom Threat
Negative Affect
Counterarguing
Perceived Realistic Threat

B
-0.22
0.41
.04
5.09

SE
0.16
0.14

t
-1.35
2.95

p
.179
.004

B
-0.18
0.30
.05
6.12

SE
0.11
0.09

t
-1.64
3.16

p
.103
.002

B
-0.34
0.39
.04
4.96

SE
0.18
0.15

t
-1.91
2.58

p
.058
.010

B
-0.26
0.20
.01
1.51

SE
0.20
0.17

t
-1.32
1.18

p
.188
.238

B
0.03
0.12
0.07
0.13
0.21
-0.10
.41
27.46

SE
0.09
0.04
0.06
0.05
0.04
0.08

t
0.29
2.82
1.11
2.79
5.65
-1.25

p
.769
.005
.268
.006
<.001
.212

Effect
-0.03
-0.01
-0.04
-0.06

Boot SE
0.02
0.01
0.03
0.05

LLCI
-0.08
-0.05
-0.11
-0.16

ULCI
0.01
0.01
0.00
0.03

Note. n = 248. B = unstandardized regression coefficient. SE = standard error. LLCI = lower level of 95% bootstrap
confidence interval. ULCI = upper level of 95% bootstrap confidence interval.
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Table 3
Mediation Analyses of the Effects of Narrative (vs. Expository) Diversity Messaging through
Psychological Reactance and Perceived Realistic Threat (DV: Opposition to Diversity Research
Funding) (H1 – H5)
Mediator: Perceived Freedom Threat
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
Trait Reactance
R2
F
Mediator: Negative Affect
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
Trait Reactance
R2
F
Mediator: Counterarguing
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
Trait Reactance
R2
F
Mediator: Perceived Realistic Threat
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
Trait Reactance
R2
F
Outcome: Opposition to Diversity Funding
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
Perceived Freedom Threat
Negative Affect
Counterarguing
Perceived Realistic Threat
Trait Reactance
R2
F
Indirect Effects
Mediator
Perceived Freedom Threat
Negative Affect
Counterarguing
Perceived Realistic Threat

B
-0.20
0.42
0.04
5.10

SE
0.16
0.14

t
-1.23
3.00

p
.219
.003

B
-0.17
0.30
.05
6.14

SE
0.11
0.09

t
-1.59
3.19

p
.112
.002

B
-0.32
0.40
.04
4.88

SE
0.18
0.15

t
-1.80
2.63

p
.074
.009

B
-0.25
0.20
.01
1.47

SE
0.20
0.17

t
-1.26
1.22

p
.208
.225

B
0.09
-0.09
0.17
0.38
0.53
0.79
.13
5.97

SE
0.45
0.22
0.29
0.22
0.19
0.40

t
0.20
-0.43
0.58
1.70
2.81
1.97

p
.840
.671
.561
.091
.005
.050

Effect
0.02
-0.03
-0.12
-0.13

Boot SE
0.06
0.07
0.12
0.12

LLCI
-0.09
-0.19
-0.42
-0.40

ULCI
0.15
0.09
0.05
0.08

Note. n = 249. B = unstandardized regression coefficient. SE = standard error. LLCI = lower level of 95% bootstrap
confidence interval. ULCI = upper level of 95% bootstrap confidence interval.
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Table 4
Mediation Analyses of the Effects of Narrative (vs. Expository) Diversity Messaging through
Psychological Reactance and Perceived Realistic Threat (DV: Opposition to Diversity Hiring)
(H1 – H5)
Mediator: Perceived Freedom Threat
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
Trait Reactance
R2
F
Mediator: Negative Affect
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
Trait Reactance
R2
F
Mediator: Counterarguing
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
Trait Reactance
R2
F
Mediator: Perceived Realistic Threat
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
Trait Reactance
R2
F
Outcome: Opposition to Diversity Hiring
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
Perceived Freedom Threat
Negative Affect
Counterarguing
Perceived Realistic Threat
Trait Reactance
R2
F
Indirect Effects
Mediator
Perceived Freedom Threat
Negative Affect
Counterarguing
Perceived Realistic Threat

B
-0.19
0.42
0.04
4.99

SE
0.16
0.14

t
-1.19
2.98

p
.237
.003

B
-0.17
0.30
.05
6.03

SE
0.11
0.09

t
-1.56
3.17

p
.120
.002

B
-0.31
0.40
.04
4.80

SE
0.18
0.15

t
-1.77
2.62

p
.078
.009

B
-0.23
0.200
.01
1.36

SE
0.20
0.17

t
-1.20
1.19

p
.233
.235

B
-0.08
0.06
0.07
0.09
0.02
-0.18
.04
1.69

SE
0.16
0.08
0.10
0.08
0.07
0.14

t
-0.53
0.76
0.67
1.16
0.35
-1.32

p
.599
.446
.505
.247
.730
.189

Effect
-0.01
-0.01
-0.03
-0.01

Boot SE
0.02
0.02
0.03
0.02

LLCI
-0.07
-0.07
-0.10
-0.05

ULCI
0.02
0.03
0.03
0.04

Note. n = 248. B = unstandardized regression coefficient. SE = standard error. LLCI = lower level of 95% bootstrap
confidence interval. ULCI = upper level of 95% bootstrap confidence interval.
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Table 5
Comparing Indirect Effects of Narrative (vs. Expository) Diversity Messaging on Backlash
(RQ1)
Outcome: Opposition to Diversity Initiative
Indirect Effect Contrast
Perceived Freedom Threat vs. Negative Affect
Perceived Freedom Threat vs. Counterarguing
Perceived Freedom Threat vs. Perceived Realistic Threat
Negative Affect vs. Counterarguing
Negative Affect vs. Perceived Realistic Threat
Counterarguing vs. Perceived Realistic Threat

Effect
-0.02
0.02
0.03
0.03
0.04
0.01

Boot SE
0.03
0.03
0.05
0.03
0.05
0.05

BootLLCI
-0.07
-0.04
-0.06
-0.02
-0.04
-0.07

BootULCI
0.03
0.08
0.13
0.10
0.15
0.11

Outcome: Opposition to Diversity Research Funding
Indirect Effect Contrast
Perceived Freedom Threat vs. Negative Affect
Perceived Freedom Threat vs. Counterarguing
Perceived Freedom Threat vs. Perceived Realistic Threat
Negative Affect vs. Counterarguing
Negative Affect vs. Perceived Realistic Threat
Counterarguing vs. Perceived Realistic Threat

Effect
0.05
0.14
0.15
0.09
0.10
0.01

Boot SE
0.09
0.16
0.14
0.14
0.13
0.16

BootLLCI
-0.11
-0.09
-0.09
-0.14
-0.13
-0.32

BootULCI
0.27
0.52
0.48
0.43
0.38
0.35

Outcome: Opposition to Diversity Hiring
Indirect Effect Contrast
Perceived Freedom Threat vs. Negative Affect
Perceived Freedom Threat vs. Counterarguing
Perceived Freedom Threat vs. Perceived Realistic Threat
Negative Affect vs. Counterarguing
Negative Affect vs. Perceived Realistic Threat
Counterarguing vs. Perceived Realistic Threat

Effect
0.00
0.02
-0.01
0.02
-0.01
-0.02

Boot SE
0.03
0.04
0.04
0.04
0.03
0.04

BootLLCI
-0.07
-0.07
-0.09
-0.07
-0.08
-0.12

BootULCI
0.07
0.10
0.06
0.10
0.06
0.06

Note. Boot SE = bootstrap standard error. LLCI = lower level of 95% bootstrap confidence interval. ULCI = upper
level of 95% bootstrap confidence interval.
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Table 6
Mediation Analyses of the Effects of SDO through Psychological Reactance and Perceived
Realistic Threat (DV: Opposition to Diversity Initiative) (H6 – H7)
Mediator: Perceived Freedom Threat
Predictor
SDO
Trait Reactance
R2
F

B
0.39
0.29
.11
15.54

SE
0.08
0.14

t
4.69
2.17

p
<.001
.031

Mediator: Negative Affect
Predictor
SDO
Trait Reactance
R2
F
Mediator: Counterarguing
Predictor
SDO
Trait Reactance
R2
F

B
0.17
0.24
.07
9.28

SE
0.06
0.09

t
2.96
2.58

p
.003
.010

B
0.38
0.28
.09
11.83

SE
0.09
0.15

t
4.13
1.83

p
<.001
.068

Mediator: Perceived Realistic Threat
Predictor
SDO
Trait Reactance
R2
F

B
0.47
0.06
.09
11.75

SE
0.10
0.16

t
4.70
0.36

p
<.001
.721

B
0.00
0.12
0.06
0.13
0.21
-0.10
.41
27.44

SE
0.05
0.04
0.06
0.05
0.04
0.08

t
0.07
2.77
1.09
2.77
5.59
-1.23

p
.944
.006
.277
.006
<.001
.219

Effect
0.05
0.01
0.05
0.10

Boot SE
0.02
0.01
0.02
0.03

LLCI
0.01
-0.01
0.01
0.05

ULCI
0.10
0.04
0.10
0.17

Outcome: Opposition to Diversity Initiative
Predictor
SDO
Perceived Freedom Threat
Negative Affect
Counterarguing
Perceived Realistic Threat
Trait Reactance
R2
F
Indirect Effects
Mediator
Perceived Freedom Threat
Negative Affect
Counterarguing
Perceived Realistic Threat

Note. n = 248. B = unstandardized regression coefficient. SE = standard error. LLCI = lower level of 95% bootstrap
confidence interval. ULCI = upper level of 95% bootstrap confidence interval.
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Table 7
Mediation Analyses of the Effects of SDO through Psychological Reactance and Perceived
Realistic Threat (DV: Opposition to Diversity Research Funding) (H6 – H7)
Mediator: Perceived Freedom Threat
Predictor
SDO
Trait Reactance
R2
F

B
0.38
0.31
.11
15.11

SE
0.08
0.14

t
4.57
2.25

p
<.001
.026

Mediator: Negative Affect
Predictor
SDO
Trait Reactance
R2
F
Mediator: Counterarguing
Predictor
SDO
Trait Reactance
R2
F

B
.17
.25
.07
9.26

SE
.06
.09

t
2.92
2.62

p
.004
.009

B
0.37
0.29
.29
11.50

SE
0.09
0.15

t
4.02
1.91

p
<.001
.057

Mediator: Perceived Realistic Threat
Predictor
SDO
Trait Reactance
R2
F

B
0.46
0.07
.09
11.51

SE
0.10
0.16

t
4.64
0.41

p
<.001
.682

B
0.94
-0.20
0.10
0.36
0.43
0.62
.18
8.78

SE
0.25
0.21
0.29
0.22
0.18
0.39

t
3.84
-0.95
0.35
1.64
2.33
1.60

p
<.001
.344
.730
.102
.021
.110

Effect
-0.08
0.02
0.13
0.20

Boot SE
0.09
0.05
0.10
0.10

LLCI
-0.26
-0.08
-0.05
0.02

ULCI
0.09
0.14
0.36
0.41

Outcome: Opposition to Diversity Funding
Predictor
SDO
Perceived Freedom Threat
Negative Affect
Counterarguing
Perceived Realistic Threat
Trait Reactance
R2
F
Indirect Effects
Mediator
Perceived Freedom Threat
Negative Affect
Counterarguing
Perceived Realistic Threat

Note. n = 249. B = unstandardized regression coefficient. SE = standard error. LLCI = lower level of 95% bootstrap
confidence interval. ULCI = upper level of 95% bootstrap confidence interval.
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Table 8
Mediation Analyses of the Effects of SDO through Psychological Reactance and Perceived
Realistic Threat (DV: Opposition to Diversity Hiring) (H6 – H7)
Mediator: Perceived Freedom Threat
Predictor
SDO
Trait Reactance
R2
F

B
0.37
0.31
.11
14.77

SE
0.08
0.14

t
4.51
2.24

p
<.001
.026

Mediator: Negative Affect
Predictor
SDO
Trait Reactance
R2
F
Mediator: Counterarguing
Predictor
SDO
Trait Reactance
R2
F

B
0.16
0.25
.07
9.07

SE
0.06
0.09

t
2.88
2.62

p
.004
.009

B
0.37
0.29
.09
11.35

SE
0.09
0.15

t
3.99
1.91

p
<.001
.058

Mediator: Perceived Realistic Threat
Predictor
SDO
Trait Reactance
R2
F

B
0.45
0.07
.08
11.08

SE
0.10
0.16

t
4.56
0.41

p
<.001
.685

B
0.19
0.04
0.06
0.09
0.00
-0.22
.06
2.46

SE
0.09
0.08
0.10
0.08
0.07
0.14

t
2.17
0.48
0.57
1.14
0.06
-1.61

p
.031
.631
.571
.254
.956
.110

Effect
0.01
0.01
0.03
0.00

Boot SE
0.03
0.02
0.03
0.03

LLCI
-0.05
-0.03
-0.03
-0.07

ULCI
0.08
0.05
0.10
0.07

Outcome: Opposition to Diversity Hiring
Predictor
SDO
Perceived Freedom Threat
Negative Affect
Counterarguing
Perceived Realistic Threat
Trait Reactance
R2
F
Indirect Effects
Mediator
Perceived Freedom Threat
Negative Affect
Counterarguing
Perceived Realistic Threat

Note. n = 248. B = unstandardized regression coefficient. SE = standard error. LLCI = lower level of 95% bootstrap
confidence interval. ULCI = upper level of 95% bootstrap confidence interval.
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Table 9
Regression Results for Moderated Mediation Model (DV: Opposition to Diversity Initiative)
(H8)
Mediator: Perceived Freedom Threat
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
SDO
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * SDO
Trait Reactance
R2
F

B
0.23
0.48
-0.20
0.29
.12
8.63

SE
0.39
0.11
0.16
0.14

t
0.58
4.29
-1.21
2.15

p
.565
<.001
.228
.033

B
-0.25
0.15
0.03
0.25
.08
5.33

SE
0.27
0.08
0.11
0.09

t
-0.90
1.99
0.29
2.66

p
.367
.048
.776
.008

B
-0.48
0.34
0.07
0.29
.10
6.91

SE
0.43
0.12
0.18
0.15

t
-1.11
2.80
0.39
1.94

p
.267
.006
.700
.054

Mediator: Perceived Realistic Threat
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
SDO
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * SDO
Trait Reactance
R2
F

B
0.02
0.52
-0.12
0.06
.10
6.40

SE
0.48
0.13
0.20
0.16

t
0.04
3.88
-0.61
0.37

p
.971
<.001
.544
.709

Outcome: Opposition to Diversity Initiative
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
Perceived Freedom Threat
Negative Affect
Counterarguing
Perceived Realistic Threat
Trait Reactance
R2
F

B
0.03
0.12
0.07
0.13
0.21
-0.10
.41
27.46

SE
0.09
0.04
0.06
0.05
0.04
0.08

t
0.29
2.82
1.11
2.79
5.65
-1.25

p
.769
.005
.268
.006
<.001
.212

Mediator: Negative Affect
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
SDO
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * SDO
Trait Reactance
R2
F
Mediator: Counterarguing
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
SDO
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * SDO
Trait Reactance
R2
F

Note. n = 248. B = unstandardized regression coefficient. SE = standard error.
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Table 10
Regression Results for Moderated Mediation Model (DV: Opposition to Diversity Research
Funding) (H8)
Mediator: Perceived Freedom Threat
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
SDO
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * SDO
Trait Reactance
R2
F

B
0.28
0.47
-0.21
0.30
.12
8.38

SE
0.39
0.11
0.16
0.14

t
0.72
4.25
-1.31
2.22

p
.472
<.001
.193
.028

B
-0.23
0.15
0.03
.25
.08
5.27

SE
0.27
0.08
0.11
.09

t
-0.84
1.99
0.24
2.70

p
.402
.048
.811
.007

B
-0.42
0.34
0.05
0.30
.10
6.59

SE
0.44
0.12
0.18
0.15

t
-0.97
2.77
0.28
2.01

p
.335
.006
.777
.046

Mediator: Perceived Realistic Threat
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
SDO
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * SDO
Trait Reactance
R2
F

B
0.06
0.52
-0.13
0.07
.093
6.25

SE
0.47
0.13
0.20
0.16

t
0.13
3.87
-0.67
0.42

p
.901
<.001
.504
.674

Outcome: Opposition to Diversity Funding
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
Perceived Freedom Threat
Negative Affect
Counterarguing
Perceived Realistic Threat
Trait Reactance
R2
F

B
0.09
-0.09
0.17
0.38
0.53
0.79
.13
5.97

SE
0.45
0.22
0.29
0.22
0.19
0.40

t
0.20
-0.43
0.58
1.70
2.81
1.97

p
.840
.671
.561
.091
.005
.050

Mediator: Negative Affect
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
SDO
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * SDO
Trait Reactance
R2
F
Mediator: Counterarguing
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
SDO
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * SDO
Trait Reactance
R2
F

Note. n = 249. B = unstandardized regression coefficient. SE = standard error.

90

Table 11
Regression Results for Moderated Mediation Model (DV: Opposition to Diversity Hiring) (H8)
Mediator: Perceived Freedom Threat
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
SDO
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * SDO
Trait Reactance
R2
F

B
0.28
0.47
-0.21
0.30
.12
8.17

SE
0.40
0.11
0.16
0.14

t
0.70
4.19
-1.28
2.21

p
.482
<.001
.203
.028

B
-0.23
0.15
0.03
0.25
.08
5.16

SE
0.27
0.08
0.11
0.09

t
-0.85
1.94
0.26
2.70

p
.395
.054
.793
.007

B
-0.42
0.34
0.05
0.30
.10
6.51

SE
0.44
0.12
0.18
0.15

t
-0.96
2.74
0.28
2.00

p
.336
.007
.777
.046

Mediator: Perceived Realistic Threat
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
SDO
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * SDO
Trait Reactance
R2
F

B
0.04
0.51
-0.12
0.07
.09
5.98

SE
0.47
0.14
0.20
0.16

t
0.09
3.76
-0.61
0.42

p
.929
<.001
.542
.675

Outcome: Opposition to Diversity Hiring
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
Perceived Freedom Threat
Negative Affect
Counterarguing
Perceived Realistic Threat
Trait Reactance
R2
F

B
-0.08
0.06
0.07
0.09
0.02
-0.18
.04
1.69

SE
0.16
0.08
0.10
0.08
0.07
0.14

t
-0.53
0.76
0.67
1.16
0.35
-1.32

p
.599
.446
.505
.247
.730
.189

Mediator: Negative Affect
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
SDO
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * SDO
Trait Reactance
R2
F
Mediator: Counterarguing
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
SDO
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * SDO
Trait Reactance
R2
F

Note. n = 248. B = unstandardized regression coefficient. SE = standard error.
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Table 12
Bootstrapping Results for Test of Conditional Indirect Effects at Specific Values of SDO
(Narrative [vs. Expository] Messaging → Mediators → Backlash) (H9)
DV: Opposition to Diversity Initiative
Mediator
Value of SDO
Perceived Freedom Threat

Negative Affect

Counterarguing

Perceived Realistic Threat

-1 SD
Mean
+1 SD

-1 SD
Mean
+1 SD

-1 SD
Mean
+1 SD

-1 SD
Mean
+1 SD

Conditional indirect
effect
-0.00
-0.03
-0.05
Index of moderated
mediation
-0.02
-0.01
-0.01
-0.01
Index of moderated
mediation
0.00
-0.05
-0.04
-0.03
Index of moderated
mediation
0.01
-0.03
-0.05
-0.08
Index of moderated
mediation
-0.03

DV: Opposition to Diversity Research Funding
Mediator
Value of SDO Conditional indirect
effect
Perceived Freedom Threat
-1 SD
-0.00
Mean
0.02
+1 SD
0.04
Index of moderated
mediation
0.02
Negative Affect

Counterarguing

-1 SD
Mean
+1 SD

-1 SD
Mean
+1 SD

SE

LLCI

ULCI

0.03
0.02
0.04

-0.07
-0.08
-0.14

0.06
0.01
0.01

Boot SE
0.03

Boot LLCI
-0.08

Boot ULCI
0.02

0.02
0.01
0.02

-0.06
-0.05
-0.05

0.01
0.01
0.02

Boot SE
0.01

Boot LLCI
-0.02

Boot ULCI
0.03

0.04
0.03
0.04

-0.13
-0.11
-0.12

0.01
0.00
0.03

Boot SE
0.03

Boot LLCI
-0.05

Boot ULCI
0.07

0.06
0.05
0.07

-0.16
-0.15
-0.22

0.09
0.03
0.04

Boot SE
0.05

Boot LLCI
-0.12

Boot ULCI
0.07

SE

LLCI

ULCI

0.05
0.06
0.10

-0.12
-0.09
-0.15

0.12
0.15
0.27

Boot SE
0.06

Boot LLCI
-0.10

Boot ULCI
0.17

-0.03
-0.03
-0.02
Index of moderated
mediation
0.01

0.08
0.07
0.08

-0.22
-0.19
-0.23

0.10
0.09
0.11

Boot SE
0.05

Boot LLCI
-0.10

Boot ULCI
0.11

-0.14
-0.12
-0.10

0.15
0.12
0.14

-0.52
-0.41
-0.44

0.08
0.05
0.13

92

Index of moderated
mediation
0.02
Perceived Realistic Threat

-1 SD
Mean
+1 SD

DV: Opposition to Diversity Hiring
Mediator
Value of SDO
Perceived Freedom Threat

Negative Affect

Counterarguing

Perceived Realistic Threat

-1 SD
Mean
+1 SD

-1 SD
Mean
+1 SD

-1 SD
Mean
+1 SD

-1 SD
Mean
+1 SD

Boot SE
0.10

Boot LLCI
-0.16

Boot ULCI
0.25

0.16
0.12
0.17

-0.41
-0.40
-0.57

0.24
0.07
0.10

Boot SE
0.12

Boot LLCI
-0.33

Boot ULCI
0.17

SE

LLCI

ULCI

0.02
0.02
0.04

-0.05
-0.06
-0.12

0.05
0.02
0.04

Boot SE
0.02

Boot LLCI
-0.07

Boot ULCI
0.03

-0.01
-0.01
-0.01
Index of moderated
mediation
0.00

0.03
0.02
0.03
Boot SE

-0.08
-0.06
-0.07
Boot LLCI

0.03
0.03
0.04
Boot ULCI

0.02

-0.03

0.04

-0.03
-0.03
-0.02
Index of moderated
mediation
0.01

0.04
0.03
0.04

-0.13
-0.10
-0.11

0.04
0.03
0.04

Boot SE
0.03

Boot LLCI
-0.04

Boot ULCI
0.07

0.02
0.02
0.03

-0.06
-0.05
-0.08

0.04
0.04
0.06

Boot SE
0.02

Boot LLCI
-0.04

Boot ULCI
0.04

-0.06
-0.12
-0.19
Index of moderated
mediation
-0.07

Conditional indirect
effect
0.00
-0.01
-0.02
Index of moderated
mediation
-0.01

-0.00
-0.01
-0.01
Index of moderated
mediation
-0.00

Note. SE = standard error. LLCI = lower level of 95% confidence interval. ULCI = upper level of 95% confidence
interval.
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Table 13
Regression Results for Three-way Moderated Mediation Model (DV: Opposition to Diversity
Initiative) (H10)
Mediator: Perceived Freedom Threat
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
SDO
Explicit Conclusion
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * SDO
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * Explicit Conclusion
SDO * Explicit Conclusion
Narrative Messaging * SDO * Explicit Conclusion
Trait Reactance
R2
F

B
-0.38
0.47
0.04
0.02
1.08
0.00
-0.38
0.30
.14
4.80

SE
0.58
0.16
0.53
0.24
0.79
0.22
0.33
0.14

t
-0.66
2.92
0.08
0.07
1.37
0.01
-1.18
2.21

p
.511
.004
.938
.943
.171
.994
.240
.028

Mediator: Negative Affect
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
SDO
Explicit Conclusion
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * SDO
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * Explicit Conclusion
SDO * Explicit Conclusion
Narrative Messaging * SDO * Explicit Conclusion
Trait Reactance
R2
F

B
-0.06
0.20
0.19
-0.05
-0.35
-0.09
0.16
0.25
.08
2.69

SE
0.41
0.11
0.37
0.17
0.55
0.15
0.23
0.10

t
-0.14
1.77
0.52
-0.32
-0.64
-0.57
0.71
2.66

p
.889
.078
.603
.748
.526
.571
.481
.008

Mediator: Counterarguing
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
SDO
Explicit Conclusion
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * SDO
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * Explicit Conclusion
SDO * Explicit Conclusion
Narrative Messaging * SDO * Explicit Conclusion
Trait Reactance
R2
F

B
-0.77
0.44
0.51
0.28
0.54
-0.18
-0.41
0.31
.13
4.32

SE
0.64
0.18
0.58
0.26
0.87
0.24
0.36
0.15

t
-1.21
2.45
0.88
1.06
0.63
-0.73
-1.15
2.07

p
.229
.015
.379
.292
.532
.464
.253
.039

Mediator: Perceived Realistic Threat
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
SDO
Explicit Conclusion
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * SDO
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * Explicit Conclusion
SDO * Explicit Conclusion
Narrative Messaging * SDO * Explicit Conclusion
Trait Reactance
R2
F

B
-0.36
0.44
0.04
0.14
0.67
0.14
-0.50
0.06
.11
3.69

SE
0.70
0.20
0.64
0.29
0.95
0.27
0.39
0.17

t
-0.51
2.27
0.06
0.50
0.71
0.54
-1.27
0.34

p
.613
.024
.954
.619
.480
.590
.205
.736
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Outcome: Opposition to Diversity Initiative
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
Perceived Freedom Threat
Negative Affect
Counterarguing
Perceived Realistic Threat
Trait Reactance
R2
F

B
0.03
0.12
0.07
0.13
0.21
-0.10
.41
27.46

Note. n = 248. B = unstandardized regression coefficient. SE = standard error.

95

SE
0.09
0.04
0.06
0.05
0.04
0.08

t
0.29
2.82
1.11
2.79
5.65
-1.25

p
.769
.005
.268
.006
<.001
.212

Table 14
Conditional Indirect Effects of Narrative (vs. Expository) Diversity Messaging at Different
Levels of SDO and Presence of Explicit Conclusion (DV: Opposition to Diversity Initiative)
(H11)
Narrative [vs. Expository] Messaging → Mediators → Opposition to Diversity Initiative
Mediator: Freedom Threat

Mediator: Negative Affect

Mediator: Counterarguing

Mediator: Perceived
Realistic Threat

Value for
SDO
-1 SD
-1 SD
M
M
+1 SD
+1 SD

Value for
SDO
-1 SD
-1 SD
M
M
+1 SD
+1 SD

Value for
SDO
-1 SD
-1 SD
M
M
+1 SD
+1 SD

Value for
SDO
-1 SD
-1 SD
M
M
+1 SD
+1 SD

Explicit Conclusion

Effect

SE

Lower

Upper

Absent
Present
Absent
Present
Absent
Present
Index of moderated
moderated mediation
-0.05
Explicit Conclusion

-0.05
0.03
-0.04
-0.01
-0.04
-0.06

0.05
0.04
0.04
0.03
0.05
0.05
Boot
SE
0.05
SE

-0.15
-0.05
-0.13
-0.08
-0.15
-0.17
Boot
LLCI
-0.14
Lower

0.03
0.12
0.01
0.04
0.03
0.03
Boot
ULCI
0.04
Upper

0.02
0.02
0.02
0.02
0.03
0.02
Boot
SE
0.02
SE

-0.07
-0.07
-0.06
-0.05
-0.08
-0.06
Boot
LLCI
-0.04
Lower

0.02
0.02
0.02
0.01
0.03
0.03
Boot
ULCI
0.06
Upper

0.05
0.05
0.03
0.04
0.05
0.06
Boot
SE
0.05
SE

-0.17
-0.16
-0.10
-0.15
-0.09
-0.21
Boot
LLCI
-0.16
Lower

0.03
0.04
0.04
0.00
0.10
0.02
Boot
ULCI
0.05
Upper

Absent
Present
Absent
Present
Absent
Present
Index of moderated
moderated mediation
0.01
Explicit Conclusion
Absent
Present
Absent
Present
Absent
Present
Index of moderated
moderated mediation
-0.05
Explicit Conclusion

Effect
-0.01
-0.02
-0.01
-0.01
-0.02
0.00

Effect
-0.05
-0.05
-0.02
-0.07
0.01
-0.08

Effect

Absent
-0.04
0.09
-0.22
0.13
Present
-0.03
0.09
-0.21
0.14
Absent
-0.01
0.06
-0.14
0.11
Present
-0.10
0.06
-0.24
0.01
Absent
0.02
0.08
-0.16
0.18
Present
-0.17
0.09
-0.37
-0.01
Index of moderated
Boot
Boot
Boot
moderated mediation
SE
LLCI
ULCI
-0.11
0.09
-0.30
0.07
Note. n = 248. SE = standard error. LLCI = lower level of 95% confidence interval. ULCI = upper level of 95%
confidence interval.
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Table 15
Regression Results for Three-way Moderated Mediation Model (DV: Opposition to Diversity
Research Funding) (H10)
Mediator: Perceived Freedom Threat
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
SDO
Explicit Conclusion
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * SDO
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * Explicit Conclusion
SDO * Explicit Conclusion
Narrative Messaging * SDO * Explicit Conclusion
Trait Reactance
R2
F
Mediator: Negative Affect
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
SDO
Explicit Conclusion
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * SDO
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * Explicit Conclusion
SDO * Explicit Conclusion
Narrative Messaging * SDO * Explicit Conclusion
Trait Reactance
R2
F
Mediator: Counterarguing
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
SDO
Explicit Conclusion
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * SDO
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * Explicit Conclusion
SDO * Explicit Conclusion
Narrative Messaging * SDO * Explicit Conclusion
Trait Reactance
R2
F
Mediator: Perceived Realistic Threat
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
SDO
Explicit Conclusion
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * SDO
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * Explicit Conclusion
SDO * Explicit Conclusion
Narrative Messaging * SDO * Explicit Conclusion
Trait Reactance
R2
F
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B
-0.39
0.47
0.04
0.02
1.17
0.00
-0.41
0.31
.14
4.78

SE
0.59
0.16
0.53
0.24
0.79
0.22
0.33
0.14

t
-0.66
2.91
0.08
0.07
1.49
0.00
-1.25
2.27

p
.511
.004
.935
.941
.138
.999
.211
.024

B
-0.06
0.20
0.19
-0.05
-0.32
-0.09
0.15
0.26
.08
0.72

SE
0.41
0.11
0.37
0.17
0.55
0.15
0.23
0.10

t
-0.14
1.77
0.52
-0.32
-0.58
-0.57
0.66
2.70

p
.887
.078
.602
.749
.566
.568
.507
.007

B
-0.77
0.43
0.51
0.28
0.65
-0.18
-0.44
0.32
.12
4.19

SE
0.64
0.18
0.58
0.26
0.87
0.24
0.36
0.15

t
-1.20
2.44
0.88
1.05
0.75
-0.74
-1.23
2.15

p
.230
.016
.379
.293
.454
.462
.221
.033

B
-0.36
0.44
0.04
0.14
0.75
0.14
-0.52
0.06
.11
3.63

SE
0.71
0.20
0.64
0.29
0.95
0.27
0.39
0.17

t
-0.51
2.27
0.06
0.50
0.78
0.54
-1.32
0.39

p
.612
.024
.952
.618
.434
.593
.187
.700

Outcome: Opposition to Diversity Research Funding
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
Perceived Freedom Threat
Negative Affect
Counterarguing
Perceived Realistic Threat
Trait Reactance
R2
F

B
0.09
-0.09
0.17
0.38
0.53
0.79
.13
5.97

Note. n = 249. B = unstandardized regression coefficient. SE = standard error.
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SE
0.45
0.22
0.29
0.22
0.19
0.40

t
0.20
-0.43
0.58
1.70
2.81
1.97

p
.840
.671
.561
.091
.005
.050

Table 16
Conditional Indirect Effects of Narrative (vs. Expository) Diversity Messaging at Different
Levels of SDO and Presence of Explicit Conclusion (DV: Opposition to Diversity Research
Funding) (H11)
(Narrative [vs. Expository] Messaging → Mediators → Opposition to Diversity Funding)
Mediator: Freedom Threat

Mediator: Negative Affect

Mediator: Counterarguing

Mediator: Perceived
Realistic Threat

Value for
SDO
-1 SD
-1 SD
M
M
+1 SD
+1 SD

Value for
SDO
-1 SD
-1 SD
M
M
+1 SD
+1 SD

Value for
SDO
-1 SD
-1 SD
M
M
+1 SD
+1 SD

Value for
SDO
-1 SD
-1 SD
M
M
+1 SD
+1 SD

Explicit Conclusion
Absent
Present
Absent
Present
Absent
Present
Index of moderated
moderated mediation
0.04
Explicit Conclusion
Absent
Present
Absent
Present
Absent
Present
Index of moderated
moderated mediation
0.03
Explicit Conclusion
Absent
Present
Absent
Present
Absent
Present
Index of moderated
moderated mediation
-0.17
Explicit Conclusion

Effect
0.03
-0.03
0.03
0.01
0.03
0.04

Effect
-0.02
-0.04
-0.03
-0.03
-0.04
-0.01

Effect
-0.16
-0.13
-0.06
-0.19
0.04
-0.25

Effect

SE

LLCI

ULCI

0.11
0.10
0.10
0.06
0.11
0.13
Boot
SE
0.12
SE

-0.17
-0.26
-0.15
-0.10
-0.17
-0.18
Boot
LLCI
-0.17
LLCI

0.31
0.16
0.25
0.14
0.28
0.34
Boot
ULCI
0.34
ULCI

0.09
0.11
0.08
0.07
0.13
0.09
Boot
SE
0.11
SE

-0.22
-0.31
-0.23
-0.21
-0.37
-0.22
Boot
LLCI
-0.15
LLCI

0.15
0.13
0.11
0.09
0.17
0.18
Boot
ULCI
0.31
ULCI

0.20
0.19
0.12
0.18
0.16
0.25
Boot
SE
0.21
SE

-0.67
-0.61
-0.36
-0.61
-0.28
-0.85
Boot
LLCI
-0.70
LLCI

0.13
0.15
0.15
0.06
0.40
0.10
Boot
ULCI
0.14
ULCI

Absent
-0.09
0.22
-0.58
0.33
Present
-0.05
0.22
-0.53
0.38
Absent
-0.02
0.15
-0.35
0.28
Present
-0.24
0.18
-0.65
0.04
Absent
0.05
0.21
-0.37
0.48
Present
-0.43
0.27
-1.02
-0.01
Index of moderated
Boot
Boot
Boot
moderated mediation
SE
LLCI
ULCI
-0.28
0.24
-0.81
0.15
Note. n = 249. SE = standard error. LLCI = lower level of 95% confidence interval. ULCI = upper level of 95%
confidence interval.
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Table 17
Regression Results for Three-way Moderated Mediation Model (DV: Opposition to Diversity
Hiring) (H10)
Mediator: Perceived Freedom Threat
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
SDO
Explicit Conclusion
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * SDO
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * Explicit Conclusion
SDO * Explicit Conclusion
Narrative Messaging * SDO * Explicit Conclusion
Trait Reactance
R2
F
Mediator: Negative Affect
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
SDO
Explicit Conclusion
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * SDO
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * Explicit Conclusion
SDO * Explicit Conclusion
Narrative Messaging * SDO * Explicit Conclusion
Trait Reactance
R2
F
Mediator: Counterarguing
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
SDO
Explicit Conclusion
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * SDO
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * Explicit Conclusion
SDO * Explicit Conclusion
Narrative Messaging * SDO * Explicit Conclusion
Trait Reactance
R2
F
Mediator: Perceived Realistic Threat
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
SDO
Explicit Conclusion
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * SDO
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging * Explicit Conclusion
SDO * Explicit Conclusion
Narrative Messaging * SDO * Explicit Conclusion
Trait Reactance
R2
F
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B
-0.39
0.47
0.05
0.02
1.17
-0.01
-0.40
0.31
.14
4.68

SE
0.59
0.16
0.53
0.24
0.79
0.22
0.33
0.14

t
-0.66
2.90
0.10
0.07
1.47
-0.03
-1.23
2.27

p
.511
.004
.921
.941
.142
.977
.220
.024

B
-0.06
0.20
0.20
-0.05
-0.33
-0.09
0.16
0.26
.08
2.61

SE
0.41
0.11
0.37
0.17
0.55
0.16
0.23
0.10

t
-0.14
1.77
0.55
-0.32
-0.59
-0.61
0.69
2.70

p
.887
.079
.587
.749
.556
.544
.492
.008

B
-0.77
0.43
0.52
0.28
0.65
-0.18
-0.44
0.32
.12
4.15

SE
0.64
0.18
0.59
0.26
0.87
0.24
0.36
0.15

t
-1.20
2.43
0.88
1.05
0.75
-0.74
-1.22
2.14

p
.231
.016
.379
.294
.456
.462
.224
.033

B
-0.36
0.44
0.06
0.14
0.72
0.13
-0.51
0.06
.10
3.47

SE
0.71
0.20
0.64
0.29
0.95
0.27
0.40
0.17

t
-0.51
2.26
0.10
0.50
0.76
0.47
-1.28
0.39

p
.612
.025
.923
.619
.449
.638
.203
.697

Outcome: Opposition to Diversity Hiring
Predictor
Narrative (vs. Expository) Messaging
Perceived Freedom Threat
Negative Affect
Counterarguing
Perceived Realistic Threat
Trait Reactance
R2
F

B
-0.08
0.06
0.07
0.09
0.02
-0.18
.04
1.69

Note. n = 248. B = unstandardized regression coefficient. SE = standard error.
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SE
0.16
0.08
0.10
0.08
0.07
0.14

t
-0.53
0.76
0.67
1.16
0.35
-1.32

p
.599
.446
.505
.247
.730
.189

Table 18
Conditional Indirect Effects of Narrative (vs. Expository) Diversity Messaging at Different
Levels of SDO and Presence of Explicit Conclusion (DV: Opposition to Diversity Hiring) (H11)
(Narrative [vs. Expository] Messaging → Mediator → Opposition to Diversity Hiring)
Mediator: Freedom Threat

Mediator: Negative Affect

Mediator: Counterarguing

Mediator: Perceived
Realistic Threat

Value for
SDO
-1 SD
-1 SD
M
M
+1 SD
+1 SD

Value for
SDO
-1 SD
-1 SD
M
M
+1 SD
+1 SD

Value for
SDO
-1 SD
-1 SD
M
M
+1 SD
+1 SD

Value for
SDO
-1 SD
-1 SD
M
M
+1 SD
+1 SD

Explicit Conclusion
Absent
Present
Absent
Present
Absent
Present
Index of moderated
moderated mediation
-0.02
Explicit Conclusion
Absent
Present
Absent
Present
Absent
Present
Index of moderated
moderated mediation
0.01
Explicit Conclusion
Absent
Present
Absent
Present
Absent
Present
Index of moderated
moderated mediation
-0.04
Explicit Conclusion
Absent
Present
Absent
Present
Absent
Present
Index of moderated
moderated mediation
-0.01

Effect
-0.02
0.02
-0.02
-0.00
-0.02
-0.03

Effect
-0.01
-0.02
-0.01
-0.01
-0.02
-0.00

Effect
-0.04
-0.03
-0.02
-0.04
0.01
-0.06

Effect
-0.00
-0.00
-0.00
-0.01
0.00
-0.02

SE

LLCI

ULCI

0.04
0.04
0.04
0.02
0.04
0.05
Boot
SE
0.04
SE

-0.13
-0.05
-0.11
-0.06
-0.13
-0.13
Boot
LLCI
-0.12
LLCI

0.04
0.11
0.03
0.04
0.04
0.06
Boot
ULCI
0.06
ULCI

0.03
0.04
0.03
0.02
0.04
0.03
Boot
SE
0.04
SE

-0.09
-0.10
-0.08
-0.07
-0.11
-0.08
Boot
LLCI
-0.06
LLCI

0.04
0.05
0.04
0.03
0.06
0.06
Boot
ULCI
0.09
ULCI

0.05
0.05
0.03
0.05
0.04
0.07
Boot
SE
0.06
SE

-0.17
-0.16
-0.09
-0.15
-0.06
-0.20
Boot
LLCI
-0.17
LLCI

0.05
0.05
0.05
0.04
0.11
0.06
Boot
ULCI
0.06
ULCI

0.03
0.03
0.02
0.04
0.03
0.06
Boot
SE
0.05

-0.08
-0.07
-0.04
-0.09
-0.05
-0.15
Boot
LLCI
-0.13

0.06
0.06
0.05
0.06
0.08
0.11
Boot
ULCI
0.08

Note. n = 248. SE = standard error. LLCI = lower level of 95% confidence interval. ULCI = upper level of 95%
confidence interval.
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Table 19
Differences on Psychological Reactance, Perceived Realistic Threat, and Backlash by Condition
Diversity Messaging Condition
Narrative
Expository
p
(n = 109)
(n =140)
Perceived Freedom Threata
Negative Affectb
Counterarguinga
Realistic Threata
Opposition to Diversity Initiativeb
Opposition to Diversity Research Funding c
Opposition to Diversity Hiringd

2.81 (1.22)
1.58 (0.79)
3.20 (1.49)
3.01 (1.57)
2.30 (0.94)
-2.56 (3.76)
3.20 (1.25)

2.99 (1.34)
1.74 (0.92)
3.49 (1.32)
3.24 (1.49)
2.41 (0.88)
-2.44 (3.71)
3.34 (1.21)
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Note. a7-point scale; b5-point scale; c-8 to + 8; d6-point scale.
†
p < .10.
Standard deviations are shown in parentheses.

.279
.154
.098†
.228
.360
.807
.360

Explicit Conclusion Condition
Explicit
No Explicit
p
Conclusion
Conclusion
(n = 128)
(n = 121)
2.98 (1.29)
2.84 (1.29)
.381
1.67 (0.85)
1.67 (0.89)
.974
3.34 (1.39)
3.39 (1.43)
.777
3.21 (1.54)
3.07 (1.51)
.460
2.31 (0.84)
2.41 (0.97)
.386
-2.32 (3.36)
-2.68 (4.08)
.450
3.22 (1.25)
3.35 (1.21)
.399

Table 20
Participant Demographic Differences

SDO
Trait Reactance
Perceived Freedom Threata
Negative Affectb
Counterarguinga
Realistic Threata
Opposition to Diversity Initiativeb
Opposition to Diversity Research Fundingc
Opposition to Diversity Hiringd

Asian
(n = 128)
2.34 (1.02)
2.92 (0.54)
3.05 (1.26)
1.66 (0.86)
3.31 (1.40)
3.25 (1.45)
2.32 (0.85)
-2.46 (3.70)
3.46 (1.26)

Race/Ethnicity
White
Hispanic
(n = 45)
(n = 35)
2.18 (0.90)
1.99 (0.77)
2.80 (0.59)
3.00 (0.64)
2.78 (1.34)
2.73 (1.27)
1.56 (0.77)
1.77 (0.98)
3.25 (1.48)
3.51 (1.26)
2.94 (1.43)
3.11 (1.50)
2.56 (0.89)
2.37 (1.00)
-2.07 (4.01) -2.71 (3.82)
3.13 (0.91)
3.10 (1.21)

Note. a7-point scale; b5-point scale; c-8 to + 8; d6-point scale.
*
p < .05.
Standard deviations are shown in parentheses.

Black
(n = 23)
2.02 (0.90)
2.93 (0.53)
2.93 (0.95)
1.89 (1.00)
4.21 (1.02)
3.22 (1.89)
2.44 (0.99)
-2.65 (3.70)
2.94 (1.50)

p
.149
.433
.434
.440
.028*
.689
.504
.873
.110

Women
(n = 161)
2.09 (0.86)
2.94 (0.54)
2.84 (1.22)
1.66 (0.82)
3.40 (1.34)
3.21 (1.53)
2.34 (0.92)
-3.01 (3.72)
3.33 (1.24)

Gender
Men
(n = 77)
2.48 (1.09)
2.90 (0.66)
3.07 (1.43)
1.72 (0.99)
3.31 (1.56)
3.01 (1.48)
2.43 (0.90)
-1.57 (3.63)
3.22 (1.17)

p
.002*
.610
.203
.663
.663
.335
.505
.005*
.505
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Figure 1
Hypothesized Model
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Note. Dotted lines indicate moderation effects. Hypotheses involving indirect effects are not shown in figure (H5, H9, H11).

Figure 2
Summary of Hypotheses 1 – 5: Indirect Effects of Narrative (vs. Expository) Diversity Messaging on Backlash
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Figure 3
Summary of Hypotheses 6 – 7: Indirect Effects of SDO on Backlash
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Figure 4
Summary of Hypotheses 8 – 9: Moderation of Indirect Effects by SDO
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Figure 5
Summary of Hypotheses 10 – 11: Moderation of Indirect Effects by SDO * Presence of Explicit Conclusion
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Appendix A
University Student Opinion Survey Questions
•
•
•

Please indicate your year in college based on how many credits you have completed.
What is your current enrollment status in college? (full-time student, part-time student)
What type of school did you attend just prior to entering college? (high school,
vocational/technical school, 2-year college, 4-year college or university, other)
• Compared to your expectations, your academic experiences in college have: [exceeded /
met / not met] your expectations
• What is your overall impression of the quality of education in college?
• How satisfied are you with college in general?
• Indicate your level of satisfaction with each of the following aspects:
o General academic advising
o Academic advising in your major or program of study
o Library services (reference support, research assistance, etc.)
o College tutoring services
o Availability of faculty/instructors outside of class
o Class size considering the type of class
o Availability of courses in your major or program of study
o Availability of general education course
o Quality of instruction
• How frequently have you…
o been intellectually stimulated by the material covered in class?
o been involved in community service or service learning activities as part of a
course or academic program in college?
o had discussions, meetings, or conversations with instructors outside of class?
o had faculty/instructors who used innovative or creative techniques to engage
students in learning?
o engaged in research or other creative projects under the guidance of a faculty
member/instructor?
o collaborated with other students on class assignments?
o received feedback (written or oral) from faculty/instructors on the quality of your
work?
Note: Some items are drawn from the State University of New York (SUNY) Student Opinion
Survey Project (SUNY Potsdam, n.d.).
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Appendix B
Experimental Materials
Student Diversity University Initiative Description
University Report
Your university administration has determined that African American undergraduate students have been
underrepresented among the university’s student population. In 2016, the university received funding
from a donor to launch the “Campus Equity Project” – an initiative designed to help the university recruit
Black students and provide them with access to tools to succeed.
The reasoning behind the “Campus Equity Project” was to support the university’s mission to foster a
student body population that reflects the growing diversity of the New York City population and prepare
students to thrive in an increasingly diverse society.
This initiative involved multiple policies that provide support for Black students and applicants including:
• Designated financial aid scholarships
• Access to career development resources, including career fairs and mentorship programs
• An updated “tiebreak” undergraduate student admissions policy (see below)
o “Tiebreak” Policy: Under this “tiebreak” policy, student applicants are ranked according
to their qualifications. If two candidates are equally qualified, then your university will
rank an African American student applicant higher than a non-African American
applicant. In no situation will the university offer acceptances to unqualified student
applicants.
Because the funding from the donor provided support for the initiative for 4 years, the initiative is now up
for renewal, which means your university must decide whether or not to continue using this policy. To
renew this initiative, the university will need to fund the initiative without donor support. Therefore, the
university appointed a committee to study the effectiveness of the “Campus Equity Project” and write up
a report documenting their findings. A summary of the report is presented below.
REPORT BY THE COMMITTEE APPOINTED BY THE UNIVERSITY
To compile a report to examine this recently implemented “Campus Equity Project,” the committee
appointed by the university interviewed a broad range of people within the university community. A total
of 48 students, 23 alumni, 9 administrators, and 10 staff members were interviewed for this report.
Questions asked in the interviews included:
• “What were your general impressions of the ‘Campus Equity Project’ at the university?”
• “What was the reasoning behind implementing the ‘Campus Equity Project’ at the university?”
• “What kind of impact has the ‘Campus Equity Project’ had on the university community?”
• “Has the ‘Campus Equity Project’ had an impact on your education and career? If so, how?”
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Narrative and Expository Messages
Expository condition
The information below provides a summary of the main
findings based on responses people shared during the
interviews conducted.

Narrative condition
The information below provides a representative
sample of the responses that people shared during the
interviews conducted.

Although people who identify as Black or African
American make up 24% of people living in New York
City, only 10% of this university’s undergraduate
students identify as Black or African American. This
university’s student body should reflect the growing
diversity of the New York City population. Exposing
students to a student body population from diverse
backgrounds and a diversity of ideas and perspectives is
necessary for adequately educating students in an
increasingly diverse society and complex world.

Tameka, class of 2021
Growing up, my two siblings and I would eagerly
make the one-mile walk to school every morning – not
because we were excited to receive high-quality
education (our school was poorly funded), but because
school was the only place we could count on for
access to a full meal. When school wasn’t in session
during the summers, we spent countless hours under
the scorching sun hunting for empty beer and soda
cans on the streets to cash in for money so we could
afford food for the day. Given my background and
how underrepresented African American students are
generally at top universities, I have little doubt that the
Campus Equity Project for African American students
helped me get into and afford tuition at this university.

Underrepresentation of African American Students
Data has shown that African American students are
more underrepresented at this university and other top
public and private universities than they were 35 years
ago. Although African Americans make up 15% of
college-aged Americans, they represent only 6% of
undergraduate students at top universities.
But research has shown that when other universities
have implemented initiatives similar to the Campus
Equity Project that is up for renewal at this university,
the representation of African American students
improved significantly. In contrast, studies have shown
that African American student enrollment drops by
approximately 10% at universities that have
discontinued initiatives similar to the Campus Equity
Project.
Additionally, national data shows that Black college
students tend to be underrepresented in majors such as
STEM. In 2016, Black students made up 15% of
undergraduates in the United States, but received only
6% of STEM bachelor degrees. Moreover, a national
survey found that 67% of Black STEM workers
reported that they were discouraged by others from
pursuing STEM subjects from an early age. Because
STEM jobs tend to have higher earnings compared to
non-STEM jobs, this contributes to racial disparities in
career earnings.
Experienced Disadvantages of African American
Students
According to numerous research studies, African
American students have historically faced many barriers
in the United States educational system, including
segregation, underfunding, and relatively low family
wealth.

I remember two classmates once mocked me for being
“lucky” to get special benefits. My blood started to
boil and it took all my strength to not burst into tears.
Instead, I decided to put my head down and outwork
everyone. Yes, the policies of the Campus Equity
Project gave me an opportunity, but I still had to crack
the books, do the work, and pass the tests.
In my junior year, I discovered my love for generating
scientific knowledge and started volunteering as a
research assistant in a lab on-campus. Over the
summer, I helped my professor put together an
application for a large research grant. A few months
later, I was so excited to hear that the grant application
was accepted and will provide funding for research in
the lab for many years to come at this university.
Jamal, class of 2022
There were moments in my life when I realized I
might be interested in an engineering career. When I
was little, I took apart a remote-control car, thinking it
was just too slow. I hooked some wires from the motor
and plugged them into the wall outlet to see how fast
the wheels would go. Wow did sparks fly! Flames shot
out of the outlet and charred the carpet. My dad rushed
into the room and asked what had happened.
“Um...nothing,” I squeaked.
But there were also moments in life when I felt
discouraged from pursuing an engineering career.
Before my senior year in high school, my homeroom
teacher asked me what classes I planned to take. As
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For example, in 2016, the net worth of a typical African
American family was 10 times less than that of a typical
White family in the United States. African American
students are more likely than other students to have to
drop out of school due to student debt and other
financial challenges. One analysis found that Black
graduates have about $25,000 more student loan debt
than their White counterparts four years after
graduation.
In addition, research has shown that Black students are
more likely to attend underfunded K-12 schools
compared to their White peers, with average deficits
around $5,000 per student. One longitudinal study
examining elementary students found that Black
students were 50% less likely to be referred by their
teachers to gifted educational programs compared to
their peers, even after controlling for test scores and
other background characteristics.
Thus, African American students tend to fare worse on
indicators of success compared to other groups that
college admissions often use when evaluating student
applicants. One of the aims of the Campus Equity
Project is to help improve the fairness of the admissions
process through its “tiebreaker” policy. Also, the
designated financial aid scholarships offered as part of
the Campus Equity Project are designed to help reduce
the burden of student loan debt for African American
students.
Policy Benefits
Some critics argue that the Campus Equity Project may
lead to poorer academic outcomes. However, at other
universities that have implemented initiatives that are
similar to the Campus Equity Project under
consideration for renewal at this university, their data
shows that African American students who benefitted
from the admissions policy demonstrated improved
academic performance such as higher grades and
graduation rates.

one of the few in my family to even apply to college, I
felt like an imposter for having dreams of becoming an
engineer. I remember gathering every ounce of
courage and mumbling to my homeroom teacher I
planned to enroll in AP Physics because of my interest
in engineering.
I looked up at him, desperately hoping for an
encouraging response. Instead, I watched as a frown
and puzzled look quickly grew on his face. He said, “I
don’t know why counselors push students into these
courses they’re not ready for.”
My heart fell as he let out a sigh and continued,
“Students only get their hearts broken when they don’t
pass the class and the students that do struggle on the
AP exam. Aim for a career path that’s more realistic.
Kids like you just aren’t ready for that.”
I was devastated. Maybe he was right. Maybe
engineering wasn’t for me. After all, growing up, I
never really saw many people at elite colleges or in
STEM who looked like me.
But four years later, my excitement about engineering
has been renewed thanks to the Campus Equity Project
at this university, which provided career fairs,
mentoring, and other career resources for African
American students. Having taken advantage of these
resources, I recently landed an engineering internship
that I’m confident will build a strong start to my
career.
Jaylen, class of 2022
My older brother and I have always been super
competitive. We once played one-on-one in basketball
against each other outside for hours even after it
started snowing because neither one of us wanted to
let the other win. So naturally, when my brother
graduated from NYU, I wanted to match his
accomplishment.
After countless hours of SAT prep classes, I was
thrilled to receive an acceptance letter to NYU. But
my heart sank when I saw how much tuition would
cost; I couldn’t bear to have to take out so many
student loans just to afford college.

In addition, these students also tend to have improved
long-term career outcomes. At this university, African
American students who were involved in the Campus
Equity Project had a better four-year graduation rate
(64%) compared to their peers who were not involved
in the Campus Equity Project (58%).
Research has also shown that greater racial diversity in
the classroom is associated with positive outcomes for
students of all backgrounds, including cognitive
benefits (e.g., higher test scores, better problem solving
and critical thinking skills), social benefits (e.g.,
reduced racial bias, improved leadership skills) and

Although this university wasn’t my first choice, I
decided to go here instead because I qualified for
financial aid scholarships offered as part of the
Campus Equity Project. Looking back, I’m happy how
everything turned out. Considering how much student
debt my brother still has to pay off, I think I got the
better of him.
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economic benefits (e.g., higher earnings, better health
outcomes).
One longitudinal study found that students who
attended a racially diverse school had increased wages,
higher-status jobs, and lower likelihood of incarceration
compared to students who attended less diverse schools.
Policies similar to the Campus Equity Project have been
shown to help equip students with the tools they need to
succeed in their careers after graduation.

Narratives were pulled or adapted from the following sources:
Brown, S. (2019, April 1). Reclaiming spaces: Camp ELSO inspires children of color to explore
the outdoors, science careers. Oregon Metro.
https://www.oregonmetro.gov/news/reclaiming-spaces-camp-elso-inspires-childrencolor-explore-outdoors-science-careers
Dupe, K. (2013, April 8). Be not discouraged in the quest for STEM education. Congressional
Black Caucus Foundation. https://www.cbcfinc.org/village/be-not-discouraged-in-thequest-for-stem-education/
Golnabi, A. (2009). How did I become interested in engineering? Dartmouth IEEE Newsletter.
https://ewh.ieee.org/r1/new_hampshire//Docs/2009-10-AG.pdf
Haynes, B. (2013, March 12). Affirmative action helped me. Inside Higher Ed.
https://www.insidehighered.com/views/2013/03/12/affirmative-action-helped-me-andbenefits-society-essay
Hernandez, A. (2010, March 23). Survey: U.S. women and minority scientists often discouraged
from pursuing STEM careers. Diverse: Issues in Higher Education.
https://diverseeducation.com/article/13644/
Martinez, D. (2017, August 15). Dear high school teacher who tried to discourage me from
applying to UCLA, I’m a Bruin now! La Comadre. https://lacomadre.org/2017/08/dearhigh-school-teacher-tried-discourage-applying-ucla-im-bruin-now/
Murphy, J., & Silvarole, G. (2019, February 4). Fewer AP classes, suspended more often: Black
students still face racism in suburbs. USA TODAY.
https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/education/2019/02/04/black-history-monthfebruary-schools-ap-racism-civil-rights/2748790002/
National Society of Black Engineers Magazine. (2017). Convention 2017.
https://www.nxtbook.com/nxtbooks/nsbe/convention2017/index.php
National Society of Black Engineers Magazine. (2020). Convention 2020.
https://www.nxtbook.com/nxtbooks/nsbe/convention2020/index.php
Randall, V. R. (1999, December 28). I am an affirmative action baby!
https://academic.udayton.edu/race/04needs/affirm01.htm
Rockwell, P. (1995, December 20). Affirmative action triumphs: The untold stories. In Motion
Magazine. https://inmotionmagazine.com/rocktr.html
Sanchez, J. R. (2019, April 6). Affirmative action: Personal stories. The New York Times.
https://www.nytimes.com/2019/04/06/opinion/letters/affirmative-action.html
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Research Project Proposals
Type
Supportive
of Diversity

Supportive
of Diversity

Against
Diversity

Against
Diversity

Neutral

Neutral

Research Proposal Title
How does providing start-up
funding to small-business
owners of color benefit the local
economy?
How do investments in public
transportation promote racial
equity in health outcomes?

What are the harmful effects of
undocumented immigration on
crime rates in the US?
What are the negative
consequences of affordable
housing projects on surrounding
property values?
What are the effects of
increasing teacher pay on
student learning outcomes?

How has the rise of online
shopping affected the profits of
shopping malls?

Researchers’ Summary
Minority business owners and entrepreneurs have been
shown to be less likely to receive loans needed to grow
their business compared to non-minority business owners.
This study investigates how specialized business loans for
minorities help boost the local economy.
Previous research suggests that residents in communities of
color tend to have less access to quality healthcare facilities
than those in predominantly White communities. This
research examines how investing in accessible public
transportation for these communities may reduce racial
disparities in health outcomes.
Some scholars suggest that effective border security
measures are important for the safety of Americans. This
study explores the harmful effects of undocumented
immigration on crime rates in the US.
Some proponents argue that more affordable housing
projects should be built because they provide housing
options especially for low-income and minority households.
This study explores the negative effects of affordable
housing projects on surrounding property values.
Experts have argued that providing better pay for teachers
will help attract talented people to pursue teaching careers
as well as better support current teachers. In this study, we
will examine whether increased teacher pay leads to
improved student performance.
Online shopping sales have grown drastically over the past
decade. This project will explore how the rise of online
shopping has affected the financial performance of
traditional in-person shopping malls.

Faculty Candidate Materials
One goal of your university’s strategic plan is to uphold the college’s longstanding commitments to
excellent and effective teaching and learning. To support this goal, the university’s Psychology
Department decided in January 2020 to create a new endowed teaching faculty position. The position was
created to open up a faculty position for a new professor who qualifies as an outstanding educator. Three
(3) finalists for this faculty position have been identified.
Because this is a brand new faculty position that was created specifically to support a professor who is
highly effective in teaching, the university’s Psychology Department is soliciting student input on these
three (3) faculty candidates. As a university student who directly interacts with faculty members in the
classroom on a frequent basis, the department believes you are qualified to evaluate the candidates’
teaching capabilities.
Your evaluations of the candidates’ teaching capabilities are important. Your evaluations will help the
Psychology Department decide which candidates will be invited to meet with current faculty and students
(either in-person or virtually) for further consideration before a final hiring decision is made.
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Each candidate completed a standard form detailing their educational background and recent
accomplishments. Each candidate was also asked to respond to the following question: “Please explain
your teaching philosophy in 100 words or less.”
Candidate information

Candidate 1

Candidate 2

Candidate 3

Darnell Washington

Bradley Schmitt

Scott Friedman

Highest level of education:
PhD in Psychology from
Northview University

Highest level of education:
PhD in Cognitive Science from
Greenfield College

Highest level of education:
PhD in Psychology from
Edgewater University

Professional affiliations:
• National Alliance of Black
Professors
• Society for the Teaching of
Psychology

Professional affiliations:
• Greenfield College Alumni
Alliance

Professional affiliations:
• Association of American
Educators
• Society for the Teaching of
Psychology

Achievements:
Number of papers published in
top scientific journals in the last 5
years:
☐ 15 or more
☒10-14
☐5-9
☐1-4
☐0
Number of national conference
presentations in the last 5 years:
☐ 15 or more
☒10-14
☐5-9
☐1-4
☐0
Please explain your teaching
philosophy in 100 words or less:
I believe that students learn best
when they are actively involved in
the learning process, and that an
engaging classroom best facilitates
this. I aim to engage students in the
course and in the material by using
a diverse range of teaching
methods. The more ways students
process material, the more likely
they will be to comprehend, recall,
analyze, and synthesize the
information.

Achievements:
Number of papers published in
top scientific journals in the last 5
years:
☐ 15 or more
☐10-14
☐5-9
☒1-4
☐0
Number of national conference
presentations in the last 5 years:
☐ 15 or more
☐10-14
☐5-9
☒1-4
☐0
Please explain your teaching
philosophy in 100 words or less:
I firmly believe in a traditional
approach to teaching. In my
courses, I generally rely on lectures
and high-stakes assessments to
motivate student learning. To hold
students accountable for their
learning, I frequently assign
impromptu in-classes quizzes and
writing assignments. I am
dedicated to teaching in ways that
will remain with students long after
they leave my classroom.

Achievements:
Number of papers published in
top scientific journals in the last 5
years:
☐ 15 or more
☒10-14
☐5-9
☐1-4
☐0
Number of national conference
presentations in the last 5 years:
☐ 15 or more
☒10-14
☐5-9
☐1-4
☐0
Please explain your teaching
philosophy in 100 words or less:
My teaching philosophy is to
structure my classes in ways that
encourage active student
engagement with the course
materials. I utilize frequent and
varied forms of learning activities
and teaching methods to promote
student involvement. I believe that
active learning enables students to
better understand, retain, explore,
and integrate course material in
meaningful ways.

Note: Teaching philosophy statements were counterbalanced for Candidate 1 and Candidate 3.
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Appendix C
Social Dominance Orientation: SDO6
Instructions: Which of the following statements do you have a positive or negative feeling
towards? Beside each statement, select a number from 1 (very negative) to 7 (very positive)
which represents the degree of your positive or negative feeling. (Pratto et al., 1994)
Very
negative (1)

Negative (2)

Slightly
negative (3)

Neither
positive nor
negative (4)

Slightly
positive (5)

Positive (6)

Very
positive (7)

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

1. Some groups of people are simply inferior to other groups.
2. In getting what you want, it is sometimes necessary to use force against other groups.
3. It’s OK if some groups have more of a chance in life than others.
4. To get ahead in life, it is sometimes necessary to step on other groups.
5. If certain groups stayed in their place, we would have fewer problems.
6. It’s probably a good thing that certain groups are at the top and other groups are at the
bottom.
7. Inferior groups should stay in their place.
8. Sometimes other groups must be kept in their place.
9. It would be good if groups could be equal. (reverse-scored)
10. Group equality should be our ideal. (reverse-scored)
11. All groups should be given an equal chance in life. (reverse-scored)
12. We should do what we can to equalize conditions for different groups. (reverse-scored)
13. Increased social equality is beneficial to society. (reverse-scored)
14. We would have fewer problems if we treated people more equally. (reverse-scored)
15. We should strive to make incomes as equal as possible. (reverse-scored)
16. No group should dominate in society. (reverse-scored)
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Appendix D
Freedom Threat
Instructions: Based on the report that you just read, please indicate how much you agree or
disagree with the following statements. (Dillard & Shen, 2005)
1. The report threatened my freedom to choose.
2. The report tried to make a decision for me.
3. The report tried to manipulate me.
4. The report tried to pressure me.
Note: The items were modified to refer to “the report” instead of “the message” to reflect the
present study’s materials.
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Appendix E
Negative Affect
Instructions: On a scale from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much), please indicate to what extent you
experienced the following feelings while you read the report. (Dillard & Shen, 2005; MoyerGusé & Nabi, 2010)
1. Angry
2. Irritated
3. Annoyed
4. Aggravated
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Appendix F
Counterarguing
Instructions: Based on the report that you just read, please indicate how much you agree or
disagree with the following statements. (Moyer-Gusé & Nabi, 2010)
1. While reading the report, I sometimes felt like I wanted to ‘argue back’ to what was
being described.
2. While reading the report, I sometimes found myself thinking of ways I disagreed with
what was being presented.
3. While reading the report, I couldn’t help thinking about ways that the information being
presented was inaccurate or misleading.
4. I found myself looking for flaws in the way information was presented in the report.

Note: Because the original items of this measure were developed to assess counterarguing in
response to a video message, the items used in the present study have been modified to assess
counterarguing in response to a message presented in the form of a written report.
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Appendix G
Realistic Threat
Instructions: Based on the report that you just read, please indicate how much you agree or
disagree with the following statements.
1. Policies like the Campus Equity Project student diversity initiative make it harder for a
student like me to get into good schools.
2. Policies like the Campus Equity Project student diversity initiative make it harder for a
student like me to get good grades.
3. Policies like the Campus Equity Project student diversity initiative make it harder for a
student like me to get good jobs.
4. Policies like the Campus Equity Project student diversity initiative make it harder for a
student like me to have a good college experience.
5. Policies like the Campus Equity Project student diversity initiative make it harder for a
student like me to afford college expenses.
Note: Adapted from Gutiérrez and Saint Clair (2018) and Maddux et al. (2008).
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Appendix H
Opposition to Diversity Initiative
Instructions: Consider the following statement and indicate your responses.
The Campus Equity Project student diversity initiative is:
1

2

3

4

5

Helpful

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Harmful

Worthwhile

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Worthless

Positive

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Negative

Necessary
to keep
Should stay
the same

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Ready to be
phased out
In need of
changing

Note: Adapted from Bell et al. (1997)

122

Appendix I
Opposition to Diversity Research Funding
Multiplier:

Rank (most
preferred to

Research Proposal

Points

least preferred)

Anti-diversity (+1)
vs. Pro-diversity (-1)

Points * Multiplier

vs. Neutral (0)

1

6

2

5

3

4

4

3

5

2

6

1
TOTAL:

Note: Only the first two columns were shown to participants. The last three columns were used
for scoring purposes only. The highest ranked research proposal is associated with 6 points, the
second-highest ranked proposal is associated with 5 points, and so on. Research proposals
deemed as anti-diversity are associated with a +1 multiplier and proposals deemed as prodiversity are associated with a -1 multiplier. Proposals that are neutral are associated with a 0
multiplier. Total scores can range from -8 to +8, with more positive scores indicating greater
backlash.

123

Appendix J
Opposition to Diversity Hiring
Instructions: Consider the two candidate profiles that are shown here. Please compare the two
candidates on each of the following questions using the rating scale below.
1. Which candidate would you recommend to receive further consideration for the professor
position?
2. Which candidate would be a better match for the professor position?
3. Which candidate is more qualified for the professor position?
Definitely
candidate A

Probably
candidate A

Slightly in favor
of candidate A

Slightly in favor
of candidate B

Probably
candidate B

Definitely
candidate B

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Note: Adapted from Barrick et al. (2010), Nadler and Kufahl (2014), and Stevens and Kristof
(1995).
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Appendix K
Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding Short Form (BIDR-16)
Instructions: Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements.
(Hart et al., 2015)
Self-Deceptive Enhancement
1. I have not always been honest with myself. (reverse-scored)
2. I always know why I like things.
3. It's hard for me to shut off a disturbing thought. (reverse-scored)
4. I never regret my decisions.
5. I sometimes lose out on things because I can't make up my mind soon enough. (reversescored)
6. I am a completely rational person.
7. I am very confident of my judgments.
8. I have sometimes doubted my ability as a lover. (reverse-scored)
Impression Management
1. I sometimes tell lies if I have to. (reverse-scored)
2. I never cover up my mistakes.
3. There have been occasions when I have taken advantage of someone. (reverse-scored)
4. I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget. (reverse-scored)
5. I have said something bad about a friend behind his/her back. (reverse-scored)
6. When I hear people talking privately, I avoid listening.
7. I never take things that don't belong to me.
8. I don't gossip about other people's business.
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Appendix L
Hong’s Psychology Trait Reactance Scale
Instructions: Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements on a
scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). (Hong & Faedda, 1996)
1. Regulations trigger a sense of resistance in me.
2. I find contradicting others stimulating.
3. When something is prohibited, I usually think “that’s exactly what I am going to do.”
4. I consider advice from others to be an intrusion.
5. I become frustrated when I am unable to make free and independent decisions.
6. It irritates me when someone points out things which are obvious to me.
7. I become angry when my freedom of choice is restricted.
8. Advice and recommendations induce me to do just the opposite.
9. I resist the attempts of others to influence me.
10. It makes me angry when another person is held up as a model for me to follow.
11. When someone forces me to do something, I feel like doing the opposite.
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Appendix M
Linear-Nonlinear Thinking Style Profile
Below are five pairs of statements describing alternative behaviors. Using the following scale,
please allocate exactly three points across each pair of alternative statements according to how
frequently you engage in such behaviors. (Paik et al., 2019; Vance et al., 2007)
3 = very often, 2 = moderately often, 1 = occasionally, 0 = rarely or never
Linear decision-making
I primarily rely on logic when making career decisions
I primarily weigh quantitative factors when making a
decision about a large purchase or investment, such as
my age, budget needs, or future earnings
When my analysis and intuition are in conflict, I give
precedence to my analytical reasoning
The most important factor in making life-altering
changes (such as a career change) is knowing that the
change is based on objective, verifiable facts
When making important decisions, I pay close
attention to when a number of people with welljustified expertise give me the same advice

Nonlinear decision-making
I primarily rely on my feelings when making career
decisions
I primarily weigh qualitative factors when making a
decision about a large purchase or investment, such as
my gut feelings or a sense that the decision is right for
me
When my analysis and intuition are in conflict, I give
precedence to my intuitive insights
The most important factor in making life-altering
changes (such as a career change) is feeling it is right
for me
When making important decisions, I pay close
attention to when I experience a ‘knowing in my
bones,’ chills, tingling or other physical sensations

Below are eight pairs of words or phrases that influence behaviors. Using the following scale,
please allocate exactly three points across each pair of alternative words or phrases.
3 = very strong influence on how I behave, 2 = strong influence on how I behave, 1 = moderate
influence on how I behave, 0 = little or no influence on how I behave
External information sources
Concepts
Rationality
Reason
Logic
Facts
Proof
Data
Deduction

Internal information sources
Instincts
Empathy
Felt Sense
Inner Knowing
Feelings
Heartfelt
Hunch
Intuition
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Appendix N
Big Five Personality Measures
Mini-International Personality Item Pool (Mini-IPIP; Donnellan et al., 2006)
Instructions: Describe yourself as you generally are now, not as you wish to be in the future.
Describe yourself as you honestly see yourself, in relation to other people you know of the same
sex as you are, and roughly your same age. So that you can describe yourself in an honest
manner, your responses will be kept in absolute confidence. Indicate for each statement whether
it is 1. Very Inaccurate, 2. Moderately Inaccurate, 3. Neither Accurate Nor Inaccurate, 4.
Moderately Accurate, or 5. Very Accurate as a description of you.
Item
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

Factor
E
A
C
N
I
E
A
C
N
I
E
A
C
N
I
E
A
C
N
I

Text
Am the life of the party.
Sympathize with others’ feelings
Get chores done right away.
Have frequent mood swings.
Have a vivid imagination.
Don’t talk a lot. (R)
Am not interested in other people’s problems. (R)
Often forget to put things back in their proper place. (R)
Am relaxed most of the time. (R)
Am not interested in abstract ideas. (R)
Talk to a lot of different people at parties.
Feel others’ emotions.
Like order.
Get upset easily.
Have difficulty understanding abstract ideas. (R)
Keep in the background. (R)
Am not really interested in others. (R)
Make a mess of things. (R)
Seldom feel blue. (R)
Do not have a good imagination. (R)

Big Five Inventory-10 (BFI-10; Rammstedt & John, 2007)
Instructions: How well do the following statements describe your personality?
1 (disagree strongly) to 5 (agree strongly)
I see myself as someone who…
…is reserved (R)
…is generally trusting

Factor
E
A
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…tends to be lazy (R)
…is relaxed, handles stress well (R)
…has few artistic interests (R)
…is outgoing, sociable
…tends to find fault with others (R)
…does a thorough job
…gets nervous easily
…has an active imagination

C
N
O
E
A
C
N
O

Note: (R) = reverse-scored item. E = Extraversion, A = Agreeableness, C = Conscientiousness, N
= Neuroticism, O = Openness to Experience, I = Intellect/Imagination. The labels “openness to
experience” and “intellect/imagination” are often used interchangeably by personality
researchers.

129

Appendix O
Manipulation and Attention Checks
To demonstrate that you read the report, please answer whether or not the report contained the
following elements. Did the report that you just read contain:
Did the report you just read contain:
Quotes from different people

Yes

No

Not sure

☐

☐

☐

Description of the “tiebreak” admissions policy

☐

☐

☐

Statistics

☐

☐

☐

Graphs

☐

☐

☐

Description of the “Campus Equity Project”

☐

☐

☐

A “conclusion” section

☐

☐

☐

Multiple-choice:
•

If you are reading this question, please select ‘Somewhat disagree.’

•

Which department was looking to hire a new faculty candidate?
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Appendix P
Demographics
•

What best describes your gender?
o Woman, Man, Prefer not to say, Prefer to self-describe as: (open-ended)

•

What is your age?

•

Do you consider yourself to be Latino or Hispanic (of any race)?

•

Which of the following best describes your race?
o White, Black or African American, American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian,
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, Multi-Racial (more than one race),
Other (open-ended)

•

Where were you born?

•

How many years have you lived in the United States?

•

What is your current employment status?

•

How much full-time work experience in the U.S. do you have?

•

Do you primarily speak English at home?
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